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INTRODUCTION 
There is a current debate in social science literature, in 
Marxist theory, and in Feminist theory on the role of gender in 
affecting the for m of inequality. Particular emphasis is placed 
on the controversy over whether or not women suffer universal 
exploitation and oppression. The debate over the role of gender 
in the stratification process is further complicated by a 
division in orientation: some consider gender inequality to be 
conditioned by relations of production or distribution that arise 
historically, and therefore are not universal (Engles 1968; 
Friedl 1978; Sacks 1974; Sanday 1974); while others trace it 
ultimately to fundamental biological differences, which are 
universal (Chodorow 1978; Collins 1971; Murphy and Murphy 1974; 
Tiger 1968. ) 
Research in both of these areas has tended to be either 
single case studies or controlled cross-cultural comparative 
studies. The findings have suggested that gender may be an 
important variable in all systems of stratification (MacCormack 
and Strathern 1980; Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974; Schlegel 1977; 
Tiger 1968). In spite of the growing support for the 
existence of gender as an important variable in all systems of 
stratification, there has been little large scale cross-
cultural comparative research. A cross-sectional study 
incorporating data from numerous cultures would allow a more 
complete examination of the role of gender and stratification 
systems. In addition, the varying role of gender in cultures at 




stratification can be examined in this type of research. 
By using George Murdock's 1967 Ethnographic Atlas, which 
contains information on 1170 societies, it is possible to conduct 
a large scale cross-cultural comparative study in which the 
relative degree of gender inequality is compared to levels of 
development across .cultures. Le·vels of development can be deter-
mined by examining economic activities, the sexual differentiation 
in the division of labor, and by comparing rights of ownership 
and the use of resources to the control of the productions of 
goods for use. The latter analysis is useful when examining 
egalitarian societies based on kin relations. 
It will be possible to examine more closely the relative 
degree of gender inequality to levels of development by looking 
at both egalitarian and stratified societies. Whereas some 
researchers accept the assumption that egalitarian societies 
produce solely for sUbsistence (Berreman 1981; Leacock 1978) 
this study focuses on the assumption that relations of production 
contribute to stratification or equality. As such, egalitarian 
societies may take on the role of stratification. 
By relying on the extensive geographical, social and 
economic information contained in the Ethnographic Atlas, the 
research questions examine if there is a positive correlation 
between degrees of gender inequality and levels of development. 
If there are few correlations between gender inequality and 
levels of development it will be useful to examine if the degree 
of gender inequality is affected by variables independent of 
levels of development. 




development and the nature of gender inequality is examined. 
Chapter One presents a theoretical overview of stratification and 
gender inequality. Initially the attention focuses on defining 
stratification and uncovering the loci for this phenomenon. The 
discussion then centers specifically on theories of gender roles 
and gender inequality. Particular emphasis is placed on the two 
predominate arguments in the discussion of gender inequality: 
materialism and biological determinism. 
Chapter Two details more fully arguments introduced 
in Chapter One. The difficulty in separating differences be-
tween materialism and biology is evident in the nature/culture 
paradigm. This develops from the controversy, as expressed by 
Rousseau, over whether humans are part of nature or are cultural 
beings. Likewise, while Marx and Engels' sexual division of 
labor theory focuses on historical materialism, this theory de-
velops from the ass~mption that the division of labor was a ·pure 
and simple outgrowth of nature; it existed between the two sexes· 
(Marx and Engels 1968:577). Since many of the claims made in 
this study involve economic systems, included in this chapter is 
a brief overview of non-market and mixed society economies. 
Nearly all of the economic systems analyzed come from a non-
market economic system. 
Chapter Three describes the data and variables used in the 
study. The hypotheses are stated. Also listed in Chapter Three 
are the stages of analysis. Chapter Four presents the findings. 
Though the relationship between the degree of gender stratifica-
tion and levels of social development is complex, the findings 




Chapter Five outlines the conclusions reached in this 
thesis. By using a cross-cultural, comparative study it is 
possible to test the validity o£ theories based on single-case 
studies. Though the research questions relied entirely on a 
materialist analysis, the continuing need £or the integration o£ 
a nature-culture paradigm and a symbolic analysis is emphasized. 
Also in this chapter is a discussion £or the use and application 
o£ the cross-cultural, comparative method in the area o£ research 
in gender roles and gender inequality. 
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CHAPTER ONE: THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES 
Introduction 
Strtification is the systematic ranking of categories of 
people forming social layers (Berreman 1981:4). These layers 
form a hierarchical ordering where every social role and activity 
in a society is evaluated in some respect. Since every social 
role and activity in a society is evaluated in some respect, 
every role and activity of an individual is potentially a 
criterion of evaluation, by which one's position in the system 
of stratification is determined. 
Social stratificatin is a special type of ranking wherein 
all members of society are ranked relative to one another 
according to certain shared characteristics. These 
characteristics are defined by the society as important and are 
used to determine access to the basic resources that sustain life 
in the society. In such systems people are differentiated by 
class, status, and power, and the three tend to be highly inter-
correlated (Berreman 1981:5; 
Kemper 1976; Tumin 1953). 
see also Davis and Moore 1945; 
The characteristics of stratification are defined by each 
society. 
members. 
They are learned and socially transmitted by all 
Thus, it becomes part of Durkheim's "moral community" 
and makes up one's values. As we are a "valuing" world, people 
rate one another as higher or lower and treat one another as 
better or worse (Berber 1957). 
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An important component of the ·valuing· criterion is evident 
in the research on stratiication. Researchers emphasize 
different attributes, thereby ·valuing· for themselves how the 
oppressed stratum is ranked. 
research on stratification. 
This is made clear when looking at 
Schlegel (1977>' looks at the relative position of 
individuals with access to power, prestige, and rewards. 
Berreman (1981>' examines the position of individuals in the 
ranking of authority, power, and prestige. Berber (1957>' 
considers social roles and associated activities that are 
functionally important for society. 
Schlegel (1977>' focuses primarily on the placement of the 
individual in society. Berreman (1981>', Berber (1957>', and Davis 
and noore (1945>' focus primarily on the 'systems of positions. ' 
Both approaches affect how one perceives the effects of 
stratification in the society. By concentrating on individuals 
it is possible to illustrate Homo sapien's inherent ability to 
create social inequality (Wolf 1981>.. On the other hand, by 
focusing on the 'structure' of stratification one is able to 
provide a functionalist theory to support its permanent and 
·necessary· presence (Davis and noore 1945). 
Davis and noore go so far as to claim no society is 
·classless,· or unstratified. This is supported by their notion 
that there is a universal necessity which calls forth 
stratification in any social system (1945:242). 
Berreman refutes Davis and noore's claim by stating that he 
perceives a difference in unranked and role ranked societies, 
the latter being kin related societies. Unranked societies are 
6 
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"egalitarian," in which the division of labor is almost 
exclusively organized on the basis of age, sex and personal 
characteristics., Status differences are based largely on these 
criteria and, within the family, on familial roles (Berreman 
1981:8). Fried (1960:715) suggests that "an egalitarian society 
is one in which there are as many positions of prestige in any 
given age/sex grade, as there are persons capable of filling 
them." 
Ranked societies are organized so that inequality is 
institutionalized into a hierarchy of statuses--superior and 
inferior positions of prestige and dominance--that extend beyond 
age, sex, and intrafami'lial roles. 
What are ranked in such systems are social entities or 
social identities such as categories, groups, and suprafamilial 
roles. Individuals are ranked and rewarded as a result of the 
fact that they represent, or are identified with, these ranked 
entities (Berreman 1981:9). 
There are two maJor modes of ranking: kin/role ranking and 
stratification. A kin/role ranking system is one wherein ranking 
depends on position in the kin system and often extends to shared 
rank within the kin group. Ranking may also depend on particular 
roles--kin roles or activity based roles (Berreman 1981:9). 
Fried (1960:717) writes that what distinguishes a rank society is 
the way differential prestige is handled: there are "additional 
imitations on access to valued status." In contrast to the 
"egalitarian" or un ranked societies, "the rank society is 
characterized by having fewer positions of valued statu than 
individuals capable of handling them." 
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Stratification is a kind of social inequality that 
characterizes state-organized societies: thoe based on large-
scale. surplus-generating agriculture and/or animal husbandry and 
those in which food production is combined with industry 
(Berreman 1981:9-10). 
Though I would agree that increased specialization becomes 
necessary as the culture undergoes growth. I would also argue 
that all societies may exhibit some degree of stratification. 
There are two reasons for this. 
First. levels of development are not unilateral. Leslie 
White (1949) proposed a theorem whereby technological development 
precedes social and ideological development. When researchers 
emphasize types of stratification based on class or race for 
example, it must first be assumed in the arguments that the 
society under analysis is developed to the point where such 
technological variables as the presence of pottery. the plow. or 
irrigation exist (Whyte 1978). However. these variables. which 
are found in ranked or non-kin related societies. may also be 
present in un ranked or kin-related societies (Chagnon 1983; 
Evans-Pritchard 1940). Therefore. it cannot be claimed that the 
level of development corresponds exactly to the degree of 
stratification. 
Secondly. a sexual division of labor exists in all 
societies. Without it there is no material basis for 
stratification (Schlegel 1977:25; see also Marx and Engels 1968). 
Like levels of development. sexual stratification does not follow 
a simple evolutionary line. although the factors leading to 
inequality may be more abundant in some modes of production 
8 
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than in others (e. g., industria'l). 
Any type of stratifi'cation is hard to analyze. Aside from 
the 'valuing' preference set forth by the researcher, there 
exist many criteria to define stratificaton. For example, in 
defining class stratification it is possible to emphasize income, 
education, status, or power. 
Since there are no agreed upon criteria for class 
definition, theories on'class stratification are numerous. In 
many ways the whole subJect of class stratification profits from 
this process. First, as the definition for lass involves 
complex analyses, researchers reveal numerous manfestations of 
class. This produces the large number of class variables in the 
issue of class today. Secondly, in collecting the data it is 
possible to observe how class variables integrate with social 
issues such as economics, history, and science. This produces 
an interdisciplinary understanding of class. A drawback to this 
broad approach is the initial difficulty in developing a 
theoretical base. Due to the complexity in defining class it 
is difficult to specify the key variables creating class 
stratification. 
This is true in other areas of stratiication, particularly 
gender stratification. Here, one is able to draw upon a 
multitude of findings in the field of social structure, economic 
organization, cognitive psychology, symbolic analogies, and 
primate behavior (Schlegel 1977:1). As such, the field does not 
have a unified theory of sexual stratification. 
9 
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Theoretical Foci £or Gender Strati£ication 
The study o£ gender strati£ication developed £rom the 
study o£ social strati£ication. Gender strati£ication is not 
based merely on the biological di££erences between males and 
£emales. Economic organization, social structure and symbolic 
analogies must all be taken into consideration in order to 
undestand the position o£ women relative to men. Social 
institutions and ideologies are culturally developed to give 
meaning and structure to the lives o£ those within the culture. 
Why, then, the need to study strati£ication based on gender? 
In discussing strati£ication in general, Gerald Berreman 
( 1981:4) writes: 
strati£ication-that systematic ranking 
o£ categories o£ people, especially in their 
access to livelihood and power is pernicious: 
It is humanly harm£ul in that it is pain£ul, 
damaging and unJust, and it is consistently 
experienced as such by those who are deprived 
and oppressed. 
Keeping in mind Berreman's analysis o£ strati£ication it is 
necessary to ask why gender is a variable in determining who 
occupies highly valued or high status social roles. The 
ethnographic records illustrate that social positions £illed by 
women are nearly universally lacking in power, prestige, and 
rewards in comparison to men's social power, prestige, and 
rewards. It does not matter that men £rom one society £ill 
a social role identical to women £rom another society. But it 
does matter that the men in that circumstance will receive 
higher social status than the women. 
This became an important social and political issue in the 
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early 1960s. Research into the area of sex roles increased in 
response to the question of how inequality was built into social 
relations. The studies were two-pronged: asking not only how 
equality and inequality came to be, but also how the 
identification of the critical determinants can provide the 
knowledge needed for initiating change (Schlegel 1977:2). 
In attempting to answer these questions it is important to 
recognize that there are both concrete and abstract answers. The 
concrete answers are measured by examining technological levels 
and social organization. The abstract answers are found in 
ideologies and symbolic characterizations. 
Ideological norms hide symbolic characteristics affecting 
women's status. In the western world religious and social 
ideologies were attacked by feminists for the oppression and 
subJugation these ideologies thrust upon wmen. Mary Daly 
(1973), Judith Plaskow and Carol Christ (979), and Fatima 
Mernissi (1975) all point to masculine iconography and symbols 
as forms of control over women's social and emotional well being. 
Carol Gilligan (1982) illustrates how men and women use language 
as a means to reflect their different moral developments. 
Mernissi (1975) shows how the Muslim religion developed a strategy 
to keep women hidden, quiet, and ignorant, while also telling of 
women's sexual threat to society. 
Ideologies and symbols are impossible to measure. They are 
often abstract, providing indirect channels into the culture. 
They are, however, an important component in understanding the 
general operation of both the materialist and biological factors 
in any given society. 
11 
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Strati£ication is usually examined in terms o£ access to 
pwerlBerreman 1981; Schlegel 1977), prestige (Berreman 1981; 
Schlegel 1977), status (Friedl 1975; Sanday 1974; Weber 1968), 
authority (Berreman 1981; Schlegel 1977; Whyte 1978), and 
dominance (Berreman 1981). It is di££icult to provide 
de£initions £or these terms as the authors o££er various meanings 
£or the terms used to explain strati£ication. Though simply 
stated, the terms, as applied by the authors, suggest there 
exists systems o£ di££erential rewards. When used to describe 
gender strati£ication the terms generally compare men's and 
women's relative access to social characteristics such as social 
rank and rewards. These conceptual terms are vague and can be 
interpreted through many indicators. There£ore, it is important 
to clearly de£ine terms. Without this clari£ication ambiguities 
sur£ace and we are not any closer to real understanding. Cross-
cultural compartive research assists in clearing up ambiguities. 
Strati£ication can be measured many ways (Brown 1981; 
Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974; Schlegel 1972; Whyte 1978. 
Consequently, the results £rom one research study may appear 
unrelated to the results £rom another research study. A cross-
cultural comparative study looking at the same variables in 
di££erent levels o£ development should suggest whether or not 
gender strati£ication is a universal variable. 
It is important to look at levels o£ development in any 
analysis o£ strati£ication. There are two reasons £or this. 
First, while it is true that most classless £oraging societies 
appear to be more sexually egalitarian than many other complex 
societies the data do not support a simple or direct correlation. 
12 
, 
Classless societies at the "middle range" of complexity--
horticultural, herding, or fishing societies--can go in either 
direction (Schlegel 1977:5). Secondly, there is an 
anthropological maxim that economic systems are social systems, 
or systems of relations among people in the production and 
exchange of goods and services(Schlegel 1977:23) . Using 
Schlegel's understanding of social systems it is also possible to 
use the economic system to look at sex roles in modes of 
production, systems of production, and relations of production. 
This second consideation permits all societies, regardless 
of their level of evelopment, to create a social system based on 
gender equality or gender inequality. Since the level of 
development does not suggest a corresponding degree of gender 
stratification, it is necessary to inquire if gender variables 
are independent of levels of development. 
Like gender based variables, it is necessary that the 
definitions for the levels of development be clear. Berreman 
(1981) and Schlegel (1977) each classify societies by levels 
of social development but select different indicators. Berreman 
looks at unrankedand ranked societies, where he feels role 
complimentarity between the sexes does not entail exploitation, 
to stratified societies where a "strong division of labor exists 
[and] .•• sex and age in these societies are the bases for 
institutionalized inequality and exploittion" (1981:20). 
Un ranked and ranked societies are based on kin relations. 
Therefore, in unranked and ranked societies the unit of pro-
duction and the unit of consumption are the same. Berreman 
goes on to say 
13 
Roles in production (the division of labor) are 
familial roles and are functionally complementary 
as well as cooperative. That is, family and kin 
relations are congruent with relations of production 
and therefore are characterized by the mutuality, 
shared commitment, shared effort, shared respon-
sibility, complimentarity, and shared rewards that 
familial and kin relations imply (1981:20). 
In societies where a "strong division of labor exists," 
the relations of production are those of "patron and client, 
of owner and worker, of manager and managed, of colonizer 
and colonized, of ruler and subJect, and of class, with the 
conflict of interest, competition, and exploitation that such 
relations entail" (1981:21). 
On the other hand, Schlegel (1977) argues that in all levels 
of developed society there exists more than one system of 
production. Of particular interest to her is the relative 
involvement of each sex in each system of production. She does 
,not see society developed by degrees of more or less 
stratification with the least stratified societies being 
near egalitarian. Instead, in comparing the units of production 
to the relations of production, Schlegel argues that 
within,the unit of production itself, one must 
look to relations of production as contributing 
to sexual stratification or equality, and one 
must consider features of social organization and 
ideology extending beyond strictly economic re-
lations as conditioning variables (1977:28-29). 
Both Berreman (1981) and Schlegel (1977) present arguments 
based on economic organization. In the study of gender 
stratification, materialism, along with biological differences 
between men and women, are fundamental issues. l'Iaterialists 
argue that economic power can be translated into social power. 
However, a materialist a rgument claims a historical development 
14 
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and therefore, is not universal. The biological argument asserts 
that biological differences can be translated into social power . 
Biology is a universal variable. A closer look at the emerging 
theories in both the materialist and biological perspectives will 
further illuminate the breadth of gender stratification. 
Materialist Perspective 
The materialists offer the predomnate perspective in 
the discussion of seual stratification. With the discussion 
ranging from the production of goods in relationship to 
technology (Engels 1891, 1968; Leacock 1972; and Sacks 1974) , 
to sex roles and sat us within the perspective of social tasks 
and requirements (Friedl 1978), to women's contribution to 
subsistence (Friedl 1978; Sanday 1974;), the focus lies in the 
concept that economic power can be translated into social power. 
Marx is used often by the materialist theorists. There are 
two reasons for this. First, Marx draws a distinction between 
work and labor. While work "can be the activities of an individual, 
expending energy to produce energy" the labor process as a whole 
is a "social phenomenon, carried on by human beings linked to one 
another through social relationships" (Wolf 1981:45). In 
comparing the labor relations of the sexes relative to one another 
it is important to remember that 
human beings conceptualize and plan the labor 
process ••.• Labor then presumes intentionality 
and therefore information and meaning. As labor 
is always social labor, so information and 
meaning are also social, and carried in social 
ideation (Wolf 1981:46) . 
15 
The Socialization of Labor 
The socialization of labor is explored by Sacks (1974 ) and 
Sanday (1974). Sacks, with the aid of Engels, looks at class 
societies and uses ethnographic data to illustrate Engels 
emphasis on the importance of public labor for determining 
women's socil status (1974:208). 
Sacks separates two sets of ideas from Engels' theory. 
First, she claims social or public labor makesmen and women 
adult citizens in the eyes of society and that men's ownership of 
private property establishes their dominance over women in the 
family and society. Secondly, she asserts that women's status 
became solely subordinate and domestic with the development of 
male private property, production for exchange, and class society 
(1974:213). She selects four African non-capitalist societies to 
use as comparisons to illuminate Engels' ideas. 
Her results show that women's status in a marital 
relationship seem to vary independently of their status in the 
larger society. However, Engels seems to be correct in seeing 
the status of the wife relative to the husband as dependent on 
their relationships to the property of the household--the spouse 
who owns the property rules the household (1974:213-214). 
Sacks' findings illustrate the importance of creating an 
instrument measuring how the value and status of male's 
public labor compares to women's domestication. Sanday 
(1974:191) began this task by using the Ethnographic Atlas to 
study female power and authority in the public domain. First, 
female status was broken down into four dimensions: female 




participation, and female solidarity groups devoted to female 
political or economic interests. These dependent variables 
were compared to the social needs of a society: defense, 
subsistence, and reproduction. Relying on the assumptions that 
(1) female energy is primaril concentrated in the reproductive 
childrearing sphere and (2) females don't develop public power and 
authority unless at least some of their energies are employed in 
productive activities, she concluded that while both males and 
females have power and authority in the public domain, males clearly 
have higher public status. 
These two examples show that social power, as expressed in 
relations of dominance and submission, is not a relation of 
power to goods but raher a relation of person to person, for 
which goods may provide a material basis (Schlegel 1977:12) . 
Production Theory 
The second strong Marxist influence is located in Marx's 
means of production theory. Here, the producer of the goods is 
contrasted with the distributor of the goods. 
in both the domestic and public domains. 
This is studied 
The person responsible for distributing the goods is often 
held in a higher status position than the person receiving 
the goods (Friedl 1980; Sanday 1974). This status is further 
further differentiated between the domestic or public domains. 
Women are often seen distributing goods within the household 
though this act of distribution is held inferior to the male's 
distribution of public goods (1974) . 
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summary of Materialist Perspective 
None of these Marxist theorists accept the premise that 
the subordination of women develops from sexual (biological) 
differences but instead suggest that technological developments 
led to a transformation in community organization, owing to 
changes in the relations of production. There are ethnographic 
data to support this hypothesis (Leacock 1972; Sacks 1974) but it 
does not account for male dominance in classless societies. 
Andre Beteille (1981:66) writes 
The division of labor as it exists in any human 
society entails certain inequalities of status 
and power among the differential parts or 
positions. Some positions are more highly 
esteemed or command more authority than others • 
••• Two kinds of arguments are characteristically 
put forward to explain or Justify such dif-
ferentiations: first, that in its essence it 
represents the division of labor and not in-
equality; and second, that the division of labor 
as such corresponds to the natural scheme of things. 
Beteille's argument is based on Marx and Engels' claim that 
the division of labor was a pure and simple outgrowth of nature; it 
existed between the two sexes. Each was master in his or 
her own field of activity and each owned the tools he or she made 
and used. Whatever was produced and used in common was common 
property. 
Humans moved fromthis earliest stage by domesticating 
animals. This pastoral existence brought on a social division of 
labor. Surplus roducts resulted and this made regular exchange 
possible. Conditions were favorable for exchange between members 
of different tribes. When herds began to be converted into 
separate property, exchanges between individuals became 
predominate, and eventually the sole form. 
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An increase of production in all branches of laboroccured 
with human labor power producing more than was necessary for 
its maintenance. The daily work load increased, and slaves 
became an answer to reducing .each family member's work load. 
This lead to the second division of labor: handicrafts were 
separated from agriculture. Slaves became an essential part of 
the social system. Gradually, a transition to private ownership 
was accomplished simultaneously with the transition from pairing 
family to monogamy. The individual family became the economic 
unit of society 11968:577-582). 
Marx and Engels' explanation of the social division of labor 
is clear; however, questions remain as to why the social division 
of labor leads to a necessarily masculine supremacy, and how the 
degree of social stratification may affect gender equality. In 
order to answer the questions left unresolve clarification of 
both the level of development and the degree to which the society 
is stratified is necessary. Relying upon Schlegel's recom-
mendation that the "relative involvement of each sex in each 
system of production" be included in any analysis of gender 
stratification, along with "consider[ing] features of social 
organization and ideology extending beyond strictly economic 
relations," the unanswered questions may begin to provide further 




The second theme in gender stratification rests on 
biological differences. Ranging from a comparative analysis f 
sex and gender (Duberman 1975; Stoller 1965), to women's role as 
a reproducer (Chodorow 1978; Ortner 1974) and primary socializer 
of the children (Chodorow 1978), to social bonding(Hrdy 1981; 
Murphy and Murphy 1974; Tiger 1968; Wolf 1972), and to sexual 
dimorphism (Collins 1971; Hrdy 1981), the focus lies in the 
concept that biological differences can be trnslated into social 
power. 
None of these theorists explains satisfactorily why one set 
of activities should be more highly valued or should necessarily 
lead to greater social power than another. While Ortner's 
nature/culture oppositions imply that ideology accounts for 
female subordintion, she overlooks the interplay of ideology and 
the constraints and opportunities provided by the social and 
natural world to which societies respond (Schlegel 1977:16). 
By ignoring the social bases of social power these theorists 
blind themselves to the range of variables of sex status that 
exists among and within societies (Schlegel 1977). Consequently. 
they fail to distinguish differentiation or stratification. 
Sex and Gender 
Sex is biological. referring to the biological parts that 
determine whether one is male or female. while gender is a term 
that has psychological or cultural connotations (Limpan-Blumen 
1984; Stellar 1965). Sex is acquired at birth and is 
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independent of skill, effort, or ability; it need not foreshadow 
gender development. 
Gender, unlike sex, is defined and generated by culture. 
It is the socially learned behavior that differentiates 
men from women in a given society. While gender is perceived to 
be culturally produced there is other evidence that points to 
gentic and hormonal influences in gender-role development. 
The neutrality theory contends that people are sexually 
undifferentiated at birth and posits that gender roles are 
differentiated by the society. Children can be reared into a 
gender role that is opposite the sex status into which they were 
born. Duberman (1975) reJects the neutrality theory, contending 
that while earing is a necessary condition, it isn't a sufficient 
condition for gender-role development. She claims that genetics 
and learning interact. One's biological makeup predisposes one 
to learn the acceptable gender role, but biology can be modified 
by life experience. There is a complex interaction between 
biology and social factors. This argument is extended into the 
discussion on reproduction and socialization. 
Reproduction and Socialization 
A universal is acknowledged when women are viewed as 
reproducers (Chodorow 1978; Newman 1975» and socializers 
(Chodorow 1978; Ortner 1974). But in explaining the world 
in terms of biology alone, the relationship of ideology and 
the constraints and opportunities provided by the social and 
natural world to which societies respond is ignored. Without 
this integration an incomplete examination of the social world 
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is presented. Reasons given for subordination are vague and 
inferential instead of clear and exacting. 
Dana Raphael (1975) suggests that becoming a mother is not 
only a fact of biology, as giving birth to a child does not 
automatically unleash a previously contained flood of maternal 
behavior. Instead, the process of mothering includes a subtly 
supportive process of socialization. 
In turn, the rearing of children is also a complex social 
process. While women are the most common socializing influence 
on children in the home such women do not receive rewards for 
their efforts. Though Lucile Newman (1975) finds status to be a 
social rather than a biological term, she recognizes that women 
are continually beset by cultural differentiations of status 
rooted in biological differences. 
Chodorow (1978) claims that society forces children to 
respond consciously or subconsciously to their biological form. 
By claiming that early in life young girls identify with mothers 
and "mothering", while young boys are forced to separate 
themselves emotionally from their mothers and create a male 
imag, she begins to make inferences about social bonding. 
Bonding 
This is picked up in Tiger's (1969) essay when he examines 
social bonding among males. Here, bonding is based on biological 
differences as men learn to bond in order to hunt large game. 
This is a provocative discussion in light of female social 
bonding found in response to male's social power (Hrdy 1981; 
Murphy and Murphy 1974; Wolf 1972). Tiger's research rests 
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upon primate ethologies collected before the 1970s. Feminist 
research in primate behavior provides cogent disclaimers to 
Tiger's assertions (Hrdy. 1981). Hrdy's argument shows a 
continuum in primate bonding stretching from harem bands to 
monagamous pair bonding. Unlike Tiger, Hrdy does not make a 
~uantum leap of faith and ascribe human behaviors resulting 
from our primate ancestory. 
Hormone Influences 
Steven Goldberg (1973) argues that three universals: 
patriarchy, male dominance, and a tendency for males to 
monopolize whatever high status nonmaterial roles and tasks 
exist in a given society, are a result of hormonal differences 
between the sexes, leading men to be more aggressive than women 
in every society and to strive for these kinds of dominance 
over women. 
Sexual Dimorphism 
In discussing biological differences there is a large body 
of literature on the sexual dimorphism in the non-human animal 
realm (Hrdy 1981; Gould 1978; Kummer 1971). Collins (1971) 
offers an argument relying upon "raw [human] power" as the 
basic division between the sexes. Ultimately, he feels males 
can physically coerce women into subordinate positions. 
Hrdy (1981) utilizes findings in primate sexual dimorphism 
that show a relation between size and bonding. In harem bands 
sexual dimorphism is at its most extreme. In monagamous pair 
bonding it is non-existent. Rarely, however, is a mature female 
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primate ever larger than a mature male priate of the same species. 
Summary of Biological Perspectives 
In contrasting biological differences one is restricted from 
considering historical ultural developments. By excluding these 
cultural concerns humans are reduced to organisms dependent upon 
genetic heritage. Whereas the research studies involving 
primates (Hrdy 1981; Tiger 1969) provide insights, they disavow 
White's (1949) claim that "man creates culture." Disclaiming our 
human ability to create culture would lead to abolishing the study 
of the social sciences. 
facts. 
"Social things" could not be considered 
As biology is a universal, explaining its orgins or reasons 
for existence in society becomes difficult. One cannot easily 
test the validity of different explanations of a phenomenon 
unless that phenomenon varies in the societies under study (Whyte 
1978:5-6 ). 
Summary 
The theoretical overview on the materialist and biological 
perspectives clearly illustrates schisms which complicate the 
construction of a unified theory. Clearly, the reason lies in 
the fact that gender stratification is a complicated issue. Its 
presence is seen in social organization, in technological 
development, and in ideological beliefs, as well as part of our 
genetic makeup. 
Complicated issues require complicated answers. This is 
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most clear when recognizing that outside of childbearing, all 
tasks, even those concerned with childrearing, can be and are 
shared by men and women (Schlegel 1977:34-35). 
Sin,ce the materialist and biological perspectives do not 
overlap it will be difficult to examine how they compare to one 
another in levels of development. Therefore, instead of 
comparing and contrasting materialist perspectives to biological 
differences I propose to concentrate on the materialist 
perspective. In doing so it will be possible to apply a 
systematic, cross-cultural comparative study to the question 
asking if levels of social development do affect gender stratifi-
cation. 
By utilizing a world cross-cultural sample of societies at 
many levels of social complexity, it is possible to test for 
the general validity of findings. Therefore, many of the 
findings cited from individual case studies (Engels 1968; Friedl 
1975; Sacks 1974) will be tested for their eneral validity. 
Particular emphasis is placed on the roles of private property, 
the amount of time spent in a SUbsistence economy, and which 
gender participates in the subsistence economy. This is done 
with the intention of creating a stronger theoretical base from 
which further studies on gender stratification many develop. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
It was nargaret nead back in 1935 who first started looking 
at the differences between the sexes. In Sex and Temperment 
(1935) she compared the behaviors of men and women from each of 
three cultures she had studied. She concluded her comparative 
study by writing " ••• we may say that many, if not all, of the 
personality traits which we have called masculine or feminine are 
as lightly linked to sex as are the clothing, the manners, and 
the form of head-dress that a society at a given period assigns 
to either sex" (1935:280). 
nead's conclusion provided a rich starting point for an 
analysis on gender. In nale and Female (1949) she compared seven 
cultures she had studied. This time she looked at both primary 
and secondary sexual characteristics illustrating the diversity 
in gender roles. She concluded that 
•.• Just as one would not be able to identify the 
male rabbit by comparing its behavior with that 
of a lion, a stag, or a peacock as well as by com-
paring rabbit buck with doe, lion with lioness, 
stag with doe, and peacock with peahen--so it may 
well be that if we could disabuse our minds of 
the habit of lumping all males together and all 
females together and worrying about the beards of 
one and the breasts of the other, and look instea 
for males and females of different types, we would 
present to the children a much more intelligible 
problem (1949:135). 
nead accomplished that. Feminist-oriented anthropologists 
following nead began examining what it means to be male and what 
it means to be female. The curiosity and questions grew to 
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include men and women writing from numerous backgrounds, 
attempting to access whether differences in gender were based 
on bology, were culturally prescribed, or both. 
!'Iany of the questions which emerged were based on 
ethnographic observations made in the field. Particular 
emphasis was placed on the behavioral traits of men and 
women cross-culturally. 
!'len's and women's behavior manifests itself through many 
guises. This is a result of cultural prescription whereby 
behavioral norms are created and controlled through social 
interaction. However, the seeming arbitrariness of this 
phenomenon begins developing form when one realizes that, 
regardless of the behavioral trait, men are placed in positions 
of higher r51.atus or prestige relative to that of women's position 
of status or prestige (Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974; Schlegel 1977; 
Whyte 1978). !'lead writes 
!'len may cook, or weave, or dress dolls or hunt humming-
birds, but if such activities are appropriate occupations 
of men. then the whole of society, men and women alike, 
votes them as important. Whn the same occupations are 
performed by women, they are regarded as less important 
(Mead 1949:14). 
A conaequenceof !'lead's conclusion is reflected in the 
diverse methodologies used to analyze gender inequality and 
sexual stratification. The foremost methodology emphasizes a 
dialectical paradigm. primarily seen in the public/private and 
nature/culture dichotomies (Brown 1981; Levi-Strauss 1969; 
!'IacCormack 1980; Ortner 1974; Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974). A 
dialectic moves from thesis to antithesis to synthesis. However, 
a difficulty in using this type of methodology in the discussion 
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of gender inequality surfaces when creating a synthesis. The 
variation in behavior cross-culturally and the symbolic meanings 
behind these behaviors makes it difficult, if not impossible, 
to form a universal synthesis. However, through a dialectic it is 
possible to form binary oppositions which illustrate parallels 
found in men's and women's behavior cross-culturally. 
Use of the dialectic makes it possible to include both 
biological (Hrdy 1981~ Tiger 1969) and cultural (Levi-Strauss 
1969~ Rousseau 1938) issues. Such concomitance develops sophis-
ticated hypotheses (Chodorow 1978~ Tiger 1969), providing 
a process through which to test the relationship between biology 
and culture in society. However, most research in gender 
inequality relies on a singularly biological or cultural analysis 
(Hrdy 1981~ narx 1968). 
An offspring of the dialectic is seen in the literature on 
the sexual division of labor. While relying primarily upon narx 
and Engels' historical materialism, it nevertheless utilizes the 
public and private spheres set up through the dialectic (Brown 1981~ 
Friedl 1975~ Quinn 1972~ Raphael 1975~ Schlegel 1977). Issues 
under this methodology focus upon the family (Engels 1968~ 
Schlegel 1977), marriage (Draper 1975~ nartin 1975; Sacks 1976), 
private property (Brown 1981~ Engels 1968), and modes of 
production (Brown 1981~ Friedl 1975~ narx 1968). 
In order to fully understand any division of labor it is 
necessary to understand how society has designed work production 
and systems of production and exchange (Copans and Seddon 1978~ 
Sahlins 1976). This is illustrated in both non-market and mixed 
economies (Applebaum 1984). Work values affected by accultura-
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tion and social change (Hallowell 1952; Herskovits 1940; 
Wallace 1951) can alter the division of labor and create or 
diminish sexual stratification. 
~ Dialectical Nethodology 
The dialectic has proved to be an effective tool in studying 
gender. Philosophers (Marx 1968; Rousseau 1938), anthropologists 
(Brown 1981; Levi-Strauss 1969; MacCormack 1980; Ortner 1974), 
and primatologists (Hrdy 1981; Narmon 1972; Tiger 1969) have all 
relied upon a dialectical methodology in trying to make more clear 
the relationships between males and females, humans and 
primates. 
Anthropologists claim that humankind is separated from the 
animal world through language and an alphabet (Dobzhansky 1962; 
White 1949). Humans are cultural; animals are natural. 
Philosophers wrestle with the question of how to analyze humans: 
as products of culture or as part of nature? And if humans are 
part of nature then does the notion of inequality exist in 
nature? 
The French philosopher Rousseau (1938:157) contrasted "the 
quality which nature has ordained between men" (nature) to "the 
inequality which they have introduced" (cuture). Rousseau 
struggled to prove that natural inequalities do not really count, 
that every kind of inequality worth the name is social, not 
natural. 
This notion is relevant in the discussion of gender 
inequality. Many people separate women and men by the 
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nature/culture distinction: Wome are natureand men are culture 
(Levi-Strauss 1969; MacCormack 1980; Ortner 1974). This 
kind of analysis affects what it means to be male and what 
it means to be female by accepting the assumption that natur and 
ulture are binary opposites, therefore not similar. 
Nature/Culture Dialectic 
Levi-Strauss (1969) claims that humans create a mental 
structure where binary opposites divide the world into nature and 
culture. This is seen i n the following sets of metaphoric 
transformations: raw/cooked; incest/exogamy; animals/humans; 
wild/tame; woman/man. Working with Levi-Strauss' notion that 
woman is nature and man is culture, Sherry Ortner (1974) shows 
how the facts of femal e biology, women's domestic role, and the 
"feminine personality" combine to encourage cultural definitions 
which tend to degrade females. Women are seen to be "more 
natural" than males by their biology. 
Both Ortner and Levi-Strauss assume that binary oppositions 
occur in a timeless, value-free model concerned with the working 
of the human mind. Asserting that nature and culture are not 
value free, Carol MacCormack (1980:6) reJects the notion that the 
concept of nature and the concept of culture are "given," 
therefore free from the biases of the culture in which the 
concepts were constructed. Instead, she sees these concepts in 
terms of our primate heritage and own culture. 
MacCormack (1980:6) defines that which is innate in our 
primate heritage as natural, while that which is selected 
arbitrarily and artificially as cultural. Researchers in 
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primatology (Caspari 1978; Hrdy 1981 ; Tiger 1969; van den Berghe 
1973), archaeology (Tanner and Zihlman 1976), and human 
psychology (Chodorow 1978; Freud 1933; Lynn 1961 ) look at both 
primate and human behavior to ascertain iI genes and sex 
determine human behavior, or iI culture supersedes biology and 
Iorms human behavior. 
Primates show a capacity to create diIIerentiated actions OI 
a gene. This in turn leads to a genetic behavioral 
diIIerentiation in some primate species (Caspari 1978) . It is 
uncertain iI this is true Ior humans. Hormone diIIerences in 
undiIIerentiated brain cells OI neonatal liIe organize certain 
circuits into male and Iemale patterns in the rhesus monkey (Goy 
1968). Sexual dimorphism is common in polygymous primate troops 
but nearly absent in monagamous pair bonding primates (Hrdy 
1981). These genetically transmitted physiological 
characteristics all work to aIIect primate and human morphology 
but do not necessarily control nor dominate actual behavior and 
social organization. 
In reJecting biological determinism it is necessary to move 
toward sociobiological concerns. Though Freud (1933) accepts 
that "anatomy is Iate" he moves Iorward to assert that woman, by 
absence OI a "thrusting" obJect, becomes a ·passive" receptor. 
Chodorow (1978) reconIirms this Freudian analyses when she claims 
that girls learn to mother by close and constant contact with 
their mothers while boys have to turn away Irom their mother 
Iigure, toward a male. ThereIore, young boys learn to become 
aggressive and assertive men while young girls remain passive 
and submissive as women. 
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Judd Narmon (1972:73) , however, states that receptivity and 
passivity are not synonymous. Hrdy (1981:1) agrees and develops 
evidence from primate ethologies to question female stereotypes 
depicting women as naturally less assertive, less intelligent, 
less competitive, or less politicalthan man. Unlike Tiger 
(1969), Hrdy does not make the enormous assumption that primate 
behavior can be, and possibly is, equivalent to human behavior. 
If Hrdy's primate evidence is indicative of human behavior 
then it is necessary to inquire how gender does affect social 
interaction. Tiger (1969) hypothesizes that a human male bonding 
propensity may have been a hominid inheritance from the primate. 
He assimilates findings from many of the social and physical 
sciences to develop this thesis. Unfortunately the gaps between 
steps are wide and often based on accepting gross assumptions. 
Neanwhile; Hrdy' s (1981) multi-species evidence provides a 
continuum of primate social bonding: from monagamous pair 
bonding to polygymous harems. Ecological factors, sexual 
dimorphism, and high gene pool progeny play influencing roles in 
the design of primate bonding. 
Social bonding is also noted in material culture. Here it 
is necessary to move away from primatology and look exclusively 
at human culture. In making this move it is important to point 
out that biological determinism and sociobiology present concrete 
evidence for species specific sex behavior but do not offer very 
sUbstantiated evidence for the myriad display of gender in both 
primates and humans. 
Another important consideration of biology in relation to 
gender is the fact that outside of childbirth all activities, 
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including childrearing, can be, and are, engaged in by both men 
and women. As such t is necessary to ask why and how such tasks 
are allocated in a culture. 
Public/Domestic Dialectic 
Unlike the nature/culture dialectic, the public/domestic 
dialectic depicts humans as entirely cultural beings. 
Behaviors and attitudes are prescribed, they are not inherent in 
the species. Similar to the nature/culture dialectic, the 
public/domestic dialectic separates men and women: women are 
placed in the domestic domain while men occupy the public domain. 
Status, power, and prestige are greatest for those in the 
public domain, hence for men. Since this phenomenon is a purely 
cultural artifact it is important to see how gender behavior 
develops. 
Levi-Strauss (1969) saw the domestic domain primarily as a 
biological entity (the "biological family") and te public domain 
as the network of alliances brought into being by the first truly 
"cultural" act, the institution of the incest taboo. Other 
anthropologists (Chagnon 1983; Mitchell 1974; Murphy and Murphy 
1974; Rubin 1975; Schlegel 1977) emphasize the role social 
bonding plays in forming and maintaining the public/domestic 
dialectic. 
Social bonding forms political alliances, economic ties, and 
kin groups. It is a powerful tool in undercutting control or 
power of one group over another (Chagnon 1983; Cott 1978; Murphy 
and Murphy 1974) Political allianoes form economic controls 
(Chagnon 1983; Leis 1974; Murphy and Murphy 1974). These 
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alliances are created by marriage (Chagnon 1983; Wolf 1974), 
trade (Chagnon 1983; Levi-Strauss 1969; ~arx 1968; Schlegel 
1972), and religion (Daly 1973; Hamilton 1978; ~ernissi 1975) . 
As these alliances separate "us" from "others" (de Beauvoir 1953; 
~acCormack 1980), degrees of stratification develop. When men 
use women as obJects of exchange in marriage transactions (Levi-
Strauss 1969) women are perceived to be in subordinate positios 
(~itchell 1974; Rubin 1975). 
However, women do develop their own social bonds to weaken 
male dominance (~urphy and ~urphy 1974). This can create both a 
political and an economic equilibrium in an otherwise male 
dominated culture. Even though women form their alliances to 
reduce male dominance their own prestige and power are not 
necessarily heightened (Brown 1981; ~urphy and ~urphy 1974). 
Social bonds created by marriage are perhaps the mos 
complicated. ~arriage bonds involve family structure, economic 
ties, and political alliances (Chagnon 1983). Claiming that the 
family system is the keystone of every stratification system 
(Goode 1972:17), the social organization in the domestic domain 
is a hotly debated subJect in discussions of gender. 
~any anthropologists appear to think that the family, like 
woman herself, appears as a natural obJect, while it is actually 
a cultural obJect (~itchell 1966:45). However, the sphere of 
kinship and marriage relations is clearly consequential in 
various ways for cultural notions of gender and sexuality (Ortner 
and Whitehead 1981:11). 
Rubin (1975) stresses the necessity of analyzing the ways in 
which marriage transactions tie into more encompassing political 
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and economic arrangements. Collier and Ortner (1981) carry 
Rubin's suggestions forward by systematically showing how a 
particular structure of links between marriage and political 
relations can account for a particular set of gender conceptions. 
Residence is important to marriage transactions (Rosaldo and 
Lamphere 1974; Schlegel 1972). In patrilineal societies the 
organization of the domestic group reinforces the organization of 
the descent group. The domestic group, or household, is the 
minimal segment of the descent groups, and the only nonlineal kin 
of importance within it, the wife/mother, has little or no 
official voice in running its affairs (Schlegel 1972:2; see also 
Schlegel 1977; van den Berghe 1973; Wolf 1974). 
In matrilineal societies there is a division of these roles. 
The descent group is perpetuated by women. However, it is men 
who are the heads of descent groups and usually of domestic 
groups as well (Schlegel 1972:3; see also Schlegel 1977). 
The control men retain in matrilineal societies is 
important. Schlegel (1972) shows how the dispersal of roles 
under a matrilineal society is a critical factor. The allocation 
of domestic authority is over the woman, rather than the children. 
This is handled in one of three ways: authority of the husband, 
authority of the brother, or authority of neither (Schlegel 1977 : 
134; see also Radcliffe-Brown 1965). 
Writing on Levi-Strauss' notion that the 'exchange of women ' 
constitutes human society, Rubin (1975) explores both the social 
and psychological implications of the fact that "men have certain 
rights in their female kin, and that women do not have the same 
rights either to themselves or their male kin. In this sense the 
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exchange of women is a profound perception of a system in which 
women do not have full rights to themselves" (1975:177) . 
Collier and Rosaldo (1981) follow Rubin, examining ways in 
which marriage in "brideservice" reproduces certain hierarchical 
relations between a husband and his in-laws, and how the 
structure of these affinal relations in turn shapes cultural 
notions of men, women, and sexuality. 
Whether a marriage is matrilineal or patrilineal and whether 
residence after marriage is matrilocal, patrilocal, or neolocal, 
has been claimed to be significant for the position of women in a 
society (Brown 1981; Friedl 1975). Friedl (1975) suggests that 
women are better off in matrilneal societies because women have 
the support of their own kin in the village and husbands are 
outsiders. 
But it is less obvious that matrilineality is an advantage 
for women, for, although women are important as links in the 
lineage system, it is often males, related to the women of the 
lineage, who control the political system in such societies. 
There is no necessary correlation between matrilineal or 
matrilocal systems. In many matrilocal systems residence is 
avunculocal, with the husband's mother's brothers <Brown 
1981:250). 
Social bonds formed through marriage are important to the 
social structure as a whole. This is Iso true of social bonds 
resulting from political alliances, trade and religion. By 
utilizing a dialectic methodology researchers attempt to explain 
the seeming polarity between males and females in these issues. 
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A dialectic methodology is a systematic argument Juxtaposing 
opposing ideas. It is a constructive technique used in 
creating theory but it does not always provide a clear synthesis. 
In writing on gender inequality it is necessary to step away from 
the paradigms offered through the nature/culture and public/private 
dialectics. The step, however, is only a short one. 
Sexual Division of Labor 
The public/domestic debate centers around arx and Engels' 
(1968) sexual division of labor theory. Men engage in political, 
social, and religious activities which involve the society at 
large, while women engage in activities including her immediate 
family (Marx and Engels 1968; Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974; Schlegel 
1977). Quinn (1972) and Friedl (1975) argue that men cooperate 
and share food beyond the domestic group while women cooperate 
only within their domestic group. As a result men have the power 
of inter-group alliance and develop a concern with inter-group 
status relationships (Brown 1981:250). 
Marx (1968) argues that the social relations of sex are 
grounded in the mode of production. Because economic bases 
differ across societies the status of women must differ 
correspondingly. This perspective places human societies on a 
line of development from hunting and gathering societies, with no 
specialization in the division of labor and with all members 
involved in production, through horticulture societies, where 
gardening is performed, usually by women, with a relatively 
simple technology, to plow agriculture, where men take over the 
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maJor role in subsistence. and women are relegated to household 
labor, to the be~inning of state organization and modern 
capitalization (Brown 1981:248). 
Friedl (1975) points out .that in hunting and gathering 
societies women's gathering produces the bulk of the diet. In 
horticulture societies women also have a primary sUbsistence 
role. Yet in such societies women do not necessarily have access 
to political office, or control over the fruits of their labor. 
Friedl suggests that it is control over the distribution of goods 
outside the household which is a necessary prerequisite to higher 
status for women, not simply a maJor role in production. 
Engels (1968) proposes that women's oppression came with the 
advent of private property, which in turn came with 
sedentorization and agriculture. He believes that property 
ownership determines women's status, and that getting women back 
into productive labor would bring about the end of women's 
oppression. However, as Brown (1981:249) points out, despite 
having a central role in production labor in many societies, 
women do not necessarily have equality with men. 
The sexual division of labor includes reproduction 
activities (Brown 1981; Raphael 1975; Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974; 
Schlegel 1977). This includes control over fertility (Brown 
1981) and childrearing (Brown 1981; Engels 1968). The fact that 
women bear children and are primarily responsible for rearing 
them in all known societies is seen as central to women's 
position. It takes women out of the power (public) domain and 
limits their freedom of activity (Brown 1981). Brown (1981) and 
Engels (1968) argue that it produces the universal feature of the 
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division of labor. A oounter argument is produoed by Friedl 
(1975) who argues, that the time women spend in ohildoare is 
determined by their role in subsistenoe, 'and not vioe versa. 
Fertility oontrol is related to women's oontrol over their 
oveall lives (Brown 1981). The ability to ohoose a husband, to 
not get married, to get divrced, to oontrol childbirth via 
abortion, contraception, or infanticide, are all important 
aspects of women's status. There is a general view that women's 
position is better when they can experienoe some control over 
their fertility, their sex life, and their state of marriage 
(Brown 1981:251). 
Marriage, residenoe and fertility controls are all oultural 
presoriptions. In some sooieties women have more rights than in 
others, yet universally women remain subordinate. Rosaldo (1974) 
claims that the subordination of women is due to the universal 
assooiation of women with domestio activities, while men 
monopolize the publio, extra-domestic domain. Draper (1975) 
agrees with Rosaldo about the depressive effeots on women of 
regulation to the domestic domain, but argues that the dichotomy 
between the public and domestic domain is itself a consequenoe of 
permanent settlement, with the oorresponding investment in 
habitation and the aooumulation of property. 
Martin (1975) extends Draper's rgument to suggest that the 
sharp split came with developed agriculture. Reiter (1975) 
believes it is assooiated with the rise of states and industrial 
capi talism. Sacks (1976) stresses the signifioanoe of the 
reduction in the political importanoe of kin groups and the 
regulation of many formerly kin-based functions to the states. 
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Given the above arguments it is neoessary to ask i£ the 
division o£ labor. by sex is oause £or inequality? Though 
Sohlegel believes that the sexual division o£ labor is 
£undamental to the prooess by whioh sexual strati£ioation arises 
(1977:25) she doesn't £eel it is a neoessary oause £or sexual 
inequality. By looking at di££erent eoonomio systems it may be 
possible to asoertain whether or not the division o£ labor by sex 
is oause £or inequality. 
Stages o£ Eoonomio Analysis 
Every sooiety has work produotion and systems o£ exohange 
and distribution, though the way these relate to the sooial 
£abrio di££ers (Applebaum 1984; Copans and Seddon 1978; Sahlins 
1976). Anthropologists £requently apply a Marxian analysis in 
interpreting a oulture's eoonomio system. 
problem in suoh an undertaking. 
There is, however, a 
Marx's eoonomio determinism £oouses primarily on the passage £rom 
£eudalism to oapitalism. Meillassoux (1972) points out that Marx 
did not give any olue as to the trans£ormation o£ the anterior 
£ormations. This oreates di££ioulty in disoussing eoonomio 
systems anteoedent to £eudalism. Furthermore, Sahlins (1976) 
does not believe that Marx's materialist oonoeption o£ history 
and oulture oan be trans£erred to the oomprehension o£ tribal 
sooieties without £riotion. However, both o£ these 
anthropologists are reluotant to £or£eit a Marxian analysis when 
disoussing eoonomio systems. 
Marshall (1955) writes that "eoonomio" oan be de£ined as the 
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material wealth of societies as defined by Plato and Adam Smith, 
where the production, distribution and consumption of goods is 
cut off from the production and exchange of service. In turn, 
Copans and Seddon (1978:52) write that "economic" can be 
considered an aspect of all human activity, where every action 
that combines scarce means, so as the better to obtain an 
obJective, is said to be economic. 
Anthropologists (Nash 1981; Sahlins 1976), like Marx, tend 
to adopt the latter definition. More specifically, 
anthropologists define the economic activity of a society as the 
totality of operations whereby the members obtain, distribute, 
and consume the material means of satisfying their individual and 
collective needs (Copan and Seddon 1978:60). Sellnow (1961) 
considers the economic system to be the combination of three 
structures: those of production, distribution and consumption. 
Societies are capable of evolving from an occupying territory 
(e.g., hunting and gathering) to an economy that transforms 
nature. 
Applebaum (1984:1) focus on two economic systems: those 
that are non-market and those that are mixed societies. Non-
market societies are non-industrial cultures where work and all 
other institutions are embedded in kinship relations. Mixed 
societies are similar to non-market societies but are in the 
process of change and modernization, i.e., a gowing influence of 
industrialization and market relations. 
Three characteristics of work in non-market societies are: 
(1) work is embedded in society, with work a part of life and 
not a separate sphere; (2) work is communal whereby groups of 
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both sexes and all ages are involved in all kinds of work tasks; 
and (3) work in non-market societies tends to be task-oriented 
rather than time-oriented. The motivations for work take on a 
social significance beyond the needs of the individual (Applebaum 
1984). 
Therefore, in non-market economic systems such as hunting 
and gathering societies everyone is expected to work; there is no 
distinction between work and non-work, between work and leisure. 
Herskovits (1940) points out that work is continuous. Even when 
people are sitting around talking or visiting they are working. 
Lee (1980) depicts the four basic attributes of work in hunting 
and gathering societies as (1) a division of labor based on sex; 
(2) a technology based on human energy; (3) a communal ownership 
of land and its resources; and (4) widespread food sharing and 
the application of the principles of reciprocity. 
There are differences of degree rther than kind between 
hunting and gathering economic systems and pastoralist and 
herding economic systems. A division of labor based on sex is 
evident (Evans-Pritchard 1940; Sahlins 1976); technology moves 
from strictly human energy to incorporate animal energy 
(Applebaum 1984); land and the resources remain communal 
ownership (Firth 1959; Pospisil 1963); and food sharing remains 
evident (Applebaum 1984; Pospisil 1963). 
Extrapolating from historical and contemporary evidence on 
hunting and gathering people, Slocum (1975) speculates on the 
contribution women's gathering activities made in the transition 
to agricultural societies. As the division of labor exceeded the 
simple specialization by sex, sanctions commanding power beyond 
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the resources of a kinship system are needed (Fried 1967). 
Leacock (1978) pqints to the two conditions that accelerated the 
trend toward stratification: (1) production of goods for 
exchange and (2) separation of individual families from 
the larger collectivity and their emergence as the basic economic 
unity. In this process female labor became a private. 
unrecompensed service (Nash 1981:47). 
horticultural/agricultural societies. 
This is clearly seen in 
Applebaum (1984) and Brown (1975) observe that change in 
the economic system in agricultural societies affects women's 
status. Women are heavily involved in the cultivation of 
gardens. This has the affect of raising the status of women 
(Applebaum 1984). as well as affecting the roles of males. Among 
the Iroquois. who trace kinship matrilineally. men must consult 
women on important issue before they can act (Brown 1975). 
Coe and Flannery (1964) claim that the cultivation of land 
laid the basis for urban civilization. Cultures were able to 
establish sedentary settlements and villages. Non-market 
societies began to diminish. while mixed societies burgeoned. 
Mixed societies present conflicts of work values seen in 
non-market societies (Applebaum 1984; Herskovits 1940; Sahlins 
1976) • Work is time-oriented instead of task-oriented; there is 
a rigid system of control at work instead of a flexible. 
unhurried approach to work; and work is viewed as a means to an 
end instead of being an end in itself (Applebaum 1984:234). 
Mixed scieties involve two or more societies with different 
value systems interacting (Hallowell 1952; Keesing 1966; Wallace 
1951> • Established values are confronted and challenged. Social 
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change involving te value system is inevitable. Anthony Wallace 
(1951) states that no cultural characteristic can be successfully 
changed within one generation if it involves fundamental value 
systems and beliefs. Hallowell (1952) says that it cannot be 
done in less than three generations. Keesing (1966) believes that 
if the mother who has the maJor intimacy with the young child is 
sufficiently convinced of the rightness of a new tradition, those 
values might be successfully transmitted in two generations. 
Applebaum (1984) feels that value conflict and anxiety 
arise in cases where the basic values tend to be thrown into 
doubt or collapse. As work is a persistent, daily activity it 
must be confronted daily. Where there is a conflict of values it 
cannot be easily avoided if the individual wishes to remain at 
work in a mixed society. 
Value, whether in economic systems or social systems, are 
an important concern in the issue of gender i,nequali ty. 
Differences in values create stratified systems (Berber 1957) . 
Mead's (1949:14) assertion that males receive higher status or 
prestige for behaviors both sexes engage in clearly illustrates 
the importance values play in establishing gender inequality. 
Likewise, Rousseau's (1938:157) claim that every kind 
of inequality worth the name is social, not natural, reflects the 
idea that hum~ns introduced inequality into the cultural system 
through their opposing value systems. 
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Summary of Gender Inequality 
Men everywhere possess more formal prestige than women and 
their activities are always recognized as predominately more 
important (Mead 1949; Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974). Cultural 
systems give pre-eminent authority and value to the activities of 
men (Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974). 
Given the different dimensions on which one could choose to 
evaluate social positions, there is a real question as to whether 
two categories of people perceived as different in a society are 
ever evaluated as equal on all such dimensions. If they are seen 
to be equal, are they really being measured on the same scale 
(Brown 1981:245)1 
Unfortunately, no, women and men are not being measured on 
the same scale. One of the maJor reasons for this discrepancy 
lies in the fact that different criteria and scales are utilized. 
Ranging from relations to production (Marx and Engels 1968; Sacks 
1974), to relations of power, prestige, and rewards (Schlegel 
1977), to relations of status (Whyte 1978), the relative position 
of women to men remains the relevant question. 
The use of the dialectics (nature/culture; public/domestic) 
remain in gender analyses (Levi-Strauss 1969; MacCormack 1980; 
Rosaldo and Lamphere 1974). These are broad conceptual categories 
which allow analytical separations but do not reach into the core 
of the problem. A theory on the sexual division of labor 
emphasizes certain material realities contributing to gender 
inequality but rely upon independent historical developments. 
There are a variety of ways in which the social relations of 
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gender can be oppressive to women. It also seems that women's 
position relative to men may vary independently of each of these 
dimensions. What a people 0 a particular society actually make 
of these placements may affect what we would want to say about 
the position of women in that society (Brown 1981:244-245). 
The problems of comparability casts doubts on the 'separate 
but equal' line taken by a number of anthropologists with respect 
to the status of women in the particular societies they have 
studied: the argument that women occupy a social sphere 
separate from that of men, but complimentary rather than 
subordinate to it (MacCormack 1980; Schlegel 1972). There are 
many different scales alone which 'equality' in social value 
can be measured (Brown 1981:245). 
Newman (1975:7) claims status is a social rather than a 
biological term, and one should not look at biological 
differences when studying gender. Equality is not identity and 
social equality should not require biological equality. 
Ortner and Whitehead (1981:1) agree with Newman. What men 
are and what women are do not reflect biological "givens," but 
are mostly products of social and cultural processes. Emphasis 
on biological factors come from within individual cultural 
traditions and are variable: some cultures claim that male-
female differences are almost entirely biologically grounded, 
whereas others give biological differences, or supposed 
biological differences, very little emphasis. 
Instead of defining power as public, domestic, male, or 
female, and then placing a preJudicial value on such a definition, 
Dana Raphael (1975:3) writes that social scientists should look 
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at where people are and the resources available to them. 
Theories on gender inequality involved various methodolo-
gies. These methodologies include variables from a dialectical 
analysis, the sexual division of labor analysis,and an economic 
analysis. In the following chapter a predominately materialist 
methodology is applied in trying to access further understanding 
on the phenomenon of gender inequality. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
Discussion in the literature review highlighted the variety 
o£ £indings on the issues concerning levels o£ social development 
and the degree o£ gender strati£ication across societies. 
Because the maJority o£ analyses are based on single case studies 
it is di££icult to develop a uni£ied theoretical scheme £or 
understanding the relationship between levels o£ social 
development and gender strati£ication. In this research 
study, a systematic cross-cultural, cross-sectional 
analysis is employed to evaluate the data and see i£ the 
theoretical premises are supported. 
Cross-cultural research allows researchers to examine a 
wider range o£ variation in culture and social structure than 
studies based on a single society or the comparison o£ a £ew 
societies. This £urther bene£its research by providing 
in£ormation listing the £requency o£ a trait as well as the 
di££erent mani£estations of that trait. As cross-cultural 
research enables one to test for universality, which reduces 
errors while strengthening the findings, theory construction 
is enhanced. 
A cross-cultural sample makes it possible to examine 
societies from all parts of the world, looking at stateless 
societies as well as autocratic kingdoms. I£ one does not take 
full advantage o£ the available variation of world cultures, it 
cannot be certain that the results and explanations arrived at 
48 
• 
will be truly general, rat he than applying only to limited types 
of societies or cultures (Whyte 1978:14). 
The cross-cultural data in this research study come from the 
Human Relations Area Files (HRAF) collected by George nurdock. 
The HRAF offer data on 1170 cultures, including data on 
cultures at different levels of development. Whyte (1978:14 ) 
claims that reliance on a sample designed by others has the 
benefit of promoting comparability and accumulation of 
research findings. Results of previous cross-cultural research 
have often been hard to compare, given the radically different 
samples used. 
In using the HRAF there are three issues that must be taken 
into consideration. The first issue concerns the terms 'culture' 
and 'society.' Whyte goes to great effort to emphasize that his 
sampling is actually based upon 
units called cultures, groups of people sharing 
common social forms, values, and ways of life. Thus 
the primary reference is not to political or ter-
ritorial boundaries, but to boundaries of language, 
social organization and beliefs (1978:13). 
Schlegel (1972) writes that while George nurdock refers to the units 
in his Ethnographic Atlas as 'societies,' the term does not 
clarify the nature of the unit, as a 'society' may be a territorial-
language group, a political association, or a caste (1972:33). 
However, I, like Applebaum (1984), use the terms society and 
culture interchangeably because social scientists have defined 
the two terms so that each includes the other. Society can be 
defined as a set of interlocking institutions that regulates and 
coordinates behavior according to an established set of norms and 
values. Culture can be defined as a patterned way of life which 
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is structured by the institution of society and reinforced with 
particular norms and values (1984:xi). 
The second issue concerns "Galton's problem" (Naroll 1979; 
Schlegel 1972; Whyte 1978). "Galton's problem" illustrates the 
importance of deciding when a society is an individual cultural 
entity and when it is a subunit of a larger cultural entity 
(Schlegel 1972:28). It is difficult to determine if, where a 
relationship exists between two variables, the relationship is 
less likely to have occured as a result of the accidental Joint 
diffusion. Therefore, it is necessary to minimize the influence 
of historical contacts between nearby and similar cultures in 
order to examine patterns of functional relationships and 
interdependence between different parts of their respective social 
organizations (Whyte 1978:15). Murdock (1966) suggests 
geographically stratifying the units in the sample so that no 
world area or culture area is over- or under-represented and to 
avoid duplicating cases by not selecting two societies from the 
same area that are geographically contiguous or characterized by 
mutually intelligible languages. 
"Galton's problem" is not an important concern in this 
research paper as the focus is on the worldwide existence of 
gender stratification. I am interested in the actual presence 
of gender stratification and the degree to which it exists. 
Therefore, less emphasis is placed on identifying contiguously 
related societies. The geographical location is separated 
out as Murdock suggests. This is done to illustrate the 
geographic distribution of the cultures. 
The third issue focuses upon the use of time, or the 
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'anthropological present.' This presents a concern where 
information about a partic?lar culture refers to one point in 
time, and variations over time are ignored. The data do not tell 
us anything about evolution or the effects of social change on 
any particular culture. 
This restriction results from the need to arrive at unitary 
codings for traits in particular cultures, since change in traits 
over time would be difficult to handle. Thus the cross-cultural 
method not only limits our ability to examine the entire sweep of 
evolutionary change, but also does not permit us to deal easily 
with changes in particular cultures from year to year. Readers 
interested in how changes in gender stratification and social 
development came about in particular societies will find little 
direct evidence here, although indirect inferences will be 
possible (Whyte 1978:21). 
hyte (1978) points out an additional issue for 
consideration. Early ethnographers collected data which 
emphasized the rules and ideals that are supposed to govern 
people's lives, more than the way people actually behave. Later 
ethnographers participated in more direct observation and coded 
actual behavior, not ideologies. This could present a problem in 
interpreting the results. The problem arises in combining 
theoretical (ideology) and practical (reality) behaviors to 
develop a theory. There are maJor differences in these 
perspectives. In attempting to unite the two, specific details 
may lose their individual importance. This affects the data as 
well as the findings. Since it is impossile to alter the 
existing anthropological records the most one can do is 
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recognize this possible problem when drawing conclusions. 
In this research study a cross-cultural examination focusing 
on the relationship between levels of social development and the 
degree of gender stratification is conducted. I am attempting to 
determine whether gender stratification occurs .in all levels of 
social development. If this is true, it is necessary to ask what 
are the predominate factors affecting the character and extent of 
gender stratification. Also, I will be assessing the role that 
level of social development plays in affecting the existence, 
character and amount of gender stratification. 
The data used in this research study come from George 
Murdock's 1969 Ethnographic Atlas. Murdock compiled these data 
on 1170 societies with the intention of facilitating cross-
cultural comparative research (Murdock 1967:111). Murdock 
collected ethnographies, biographies and diaries from 
anthropologists, sociologists, and historians. This body of 
information resulted in the Human Relations Area Files. The HRAF 
maintains relevant cross-cultural information through the 
addition of current ethnographies. 
There are 238 cultures analyzed in the present study. These 
cultures were selected through a computerized search requesting 
the maximum number of cultures offering information on the 
variables selected for this study. Out of a possible 1170 
cultures, information on all of the variables of interest was 
available for 238 cultures. This is not unusual due to the way 
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the data were collected. 
The data were gathered by ·mining· ethnographies, 
biographies, and diaries. As a result informatin is not 
available for every variable selected. Information was requested 
for the maximum number of cultures where coding on the variables 
was something other than insufficient information or missing. 
Cultures are categorized according to their economic system, 
which involves the economic activity of the culture. All 
economic systems belong to a sort of continuum, i.e., it is a 
difference of degree, not of kind (Meillassoux 1978:130). A 
definition for the economic activity of each culture involves a 
near totality of operations whereby the members obtain and 
distribute the material means of satisfying their individual 
and collective needs. 1 Subsequently, types of subsistence 
activity and the amount of gender participation are the two 
main variables used to define the economic system. The three 
subsistence activities are hunting, fishing and agriculture. 
Characteristics of societies dependent on hunting and 
fishing activities include an occupied territory and needed 
resources which are found in the area. Agricultural economies 
get what is needed by transforming nature (Godelier 1978:61). 
An economic system, may, however, combine hunting, fishing, and 
agricultural activities. 
The three subsistence activities were selected on the basis 
of available data and a clear abililty to delineate variables 
defining the different levels. While other sUbsistence activities 
could have been selected, none offered as clear a distinction 





The variables used to explain differences in levels of social 
development are the following: 
1. Glass stratification This four-point category considers 
the prevailing type of class stratification. The range includes 
(1) absence of class stratification; (2) class stratification 
based on control of land or other resources; (3) a hereditary 
aristocracy; and (4) complex social classes. 
2. Plow agrculture This is a two-point category marking 
the (1) absence or (2) presenceof a plow in the society. 
3. Presence of private property A two-point category 
showing the (1) absence or (2) presence of private property. 
4. Hunting activities The ranking of the relative 
dependence of a society's subsistence needs re (1) hunting 
provides 0 - 5X of a society's sUbsistence needs; (2) hunting 
provides 6 - 15X of a society's sUbsistence needs; (3) hunting 
provides 16 - 25X of a society's subsistence needs; and (4) hunt-
ing provides 26 - 100X of a society's sUbsistence needs. 
5. Fishing activities The ranking of the relative 
dependence of a society's subsistence needs are (1) fishing 
provides 0 - 5X of a society's subsistence needs; (2) fishing 
provides 6 - 15X of a society's subsistence needs; (3) fishing 
provides 16 - 25X of a society's sUbsistence needs; and (4) 
fishing provides 26 - 100X of a society's subsistence needs. 
6. Agricultural activities The ranking of the relative 
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dependence of a society's sUbsistence needs are (1) agriculture 
provides 0 - 45X of a society's subsistnce needs; (2) agriculture 
provides 46 - 55X of a society's sUbsistence needs; (3) agri-
culture provides 56 - 65X of a society's sUbsistence needs; and 
(4) agriculture provides 66 - 100X of a society's supsistence 
needs. 2 
The variables used to measure degree of gender stratification 
are the following : 
7. Rules of inheritance A five-point category showing 
the rules for inheritance of real property. This includes 
(1) an absence of private property; (2) inheritance through the 
matrilineal descent, with property going to the sister's son; 
(3) children, with daughters receiving less; (4) children, with 
both sexes receiving an equal inheritance ; and (5) patrilineal 
descent group. 
8. Distribution of private property This is a five-point 
category. It includes (1) equal distribution among recipients; 
(2) distribution is adJudged to the best qualified; (3) dis-
tribution to the Junior individual (ultimogeniture); (4) dis-
tribution to the senior individual (primogeniture); or (5) no 
rules for distribution. The difference between variable 7 and 
variable 8 is that variable 8 breaks down the recipient 
categorized in variable 7. For example, if (2) matrilineal 
descent is the main practice of inheritance of real property, 
then the actual distribution of the real property may go to the 
sister's youngest son (ultimogeniture ) or her oldest son 
(primogeniture). 
9. Prevalent marital residence This is a two-point 
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category including (1) patrilocal residence or (2) non-patrilocal 
residence, which includes neolocal residence, matrilocal 
residence, and non-establishment of a common household. 
10. Amount of gender participation This is the key 
dependent variable. It measures which gender predominately 
provides the labor in the sUbsistence activities. There are three 
attributes of this variable corresponding to the gender of the 
participant in hunting, fishing, and agriculture activities. 
The three-point category for hunting includes (1) males 
alone; (2) males appreciably more; and (3) equal participation 
without marked differentiation. 
involved in hunting activities. 
(Note: females are in no case 
Gender participation in fishing 
and agricultural activities includes (1) males alone or 
appreciably more; (2) equal participation without marked 
differentiation; and (3) females alone or appreciably more. 
The following variable is used to describe the geographical 
location of the cultures. 
11. Regional identification In conducting cross-cultural 
survey research it is important to identify patterns that are 
·clustered." If the pattern is predominately in one area and 
absent in all other areas it is likely to have resulted from 
diffusion (Naroll 1979). To test for the universality of a 
pattern it is necessary to include a variable for regional 
identification. This six-point category breaks down into 
(1) Africa; (2) Circum-Mediterranean; (3) East Eurasia; 
(4) Insular Pacific; (5) North America; and (6) South America. 
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Hypotheses 
Hypothesis ~ Gender stratification occurs at all levels of 
social development. 
Hypothesis ~ The greater the level of social development 
te greater the degree of gender stratification. 
Stages of Analysis 
To test the first hypothesis it is necessary to clearly 
delineate differences among the three levels of social 
development in each economic activity. This is done by 
testing for the presence of the plow in hunting. fishing. and 
agricultural activities. The presence of this phenomenon 
indicates a level of social development greater than 
those societies where this phenomenon does not exist (Whyte 
1978:41). Therefore. it is expected that the p~ow is present 
more often in an economic system where there is a heavy reliance 
upon agriclture. The plow should be observed less frequently when 
the subsistence activity concentrates in either a fishing or 
hunting economic system. 
In the second step, prevailing forms of class stratification 
are compared to the amount of time spent in each of the 
three subsistence activities. By comparing the three 
activities to class stratification it will be possible to create 
a typology of economic stratification. 
Marx and Engels (1968) claim that the division of labor was 
an outgrowth of nature. existing only between the sexes. By 




division o£ labor extending beyond the two sexes. 
All exploitations o£ resources presuppose a certain 
awareness of resources and their necessary relations in order 
to produce an expected result. Hunting techniques, for example, 
imply a detailed knowledge of the habits of the animals being 
hunted. Every production-process operation develops on the basis 
o£ a given natural milieu and of the given social realities which 
form the constraints to which the technological system of produc-
tion is subJected. The less complex the production structure, 
the more the effectiveness of a technological system will be 
dependent on the diversity of the natural condition in which it 
operates. Combination of the factors of production is carried 
out in production units, i.e., small family holdings, the village 
community, an industrial enterprise. The setting depends on 
the nature of the work undertaken and the means available 
<Godelier 1978:61-62). 
Therefore, in comparing the amount of time spent in each 
o£ the three subsistence activities to £our kinds of class 
stratificaion it is expected that in hunting and fishing 
activities the less time spent in the activity the more likely 
one is to find an absence of class stratification or a stratif-
ication based on control of the resources. As agricultural 
activity presupposes a higher degree of exploitation it is 
expected that stratification at this level of activity is 
found more o£ten in an hereditary aristocracy and complex social 
classes. 
The final test for differences in levels of social 
development examines the presence or absence of private property • 
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Marx and Engels (1968) write about the importance oz kinship and 
the dependent position oz the individual producer within the 
zamily or cla community, the absence oz exchange between the 
members oz the community, which results in the absence oz 
transzormation oz produce into value, and the common ownership oz 
land. Conversely, Marx (1968) asserts that private property 
emerged with the development oz the nuclear zamily and a surplus 
economy. Therezore, it is expected that the maJority oz time in 
a hunting activity produces the weakest correlation to private 
property, with zishing activities showing a stronger correlation, 
an agricultural activities producing the strongest correlation. 
The results zrom these three tests should clearly illustrate 
dizferences in economic systems. The zindings are expected to 
emphasize that the three economic activities studied do present 
a continuum oz social development. Agricultural activities 
create the most advanced social developments, zollo wed by zishing 
activities, and zinally, hunting activities creating the least 
advanced social developments. In the second stage oz analysis it 
is necessary to test whether gender stratizication occurs in each 
oz these three economic levels oz social development. 
This is accomplished by zirst looking at the importance oz 
the economic subsistence activity (which is measured by the 
percentage oz time spent in the activity) and comparing it to 
women's participation in the activity. Sacks (1974) and Engels 
(1968) emphasize that participation in public labor azzects 
women's social status. Therezore, attention is placed on 
determining whether or not women are more likely to participate 
in an activity iz it is central to the economy. This is 
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measured in each of three subsistent activities. 
Secondly, the presence or absence of private property is 
compared to women's participation in economic activities. Engels 
(1968) proposed that women's oppression came with the advent of 
private property, which in turn came with sedentarization and 
agriculture. He argues that property ownership determined 
women's status, and that getting women back into productive labor 
would bring about the end of women's oppression. Brown (1981) 
points out, however, that despite having a central role in 
productive labor in many societies, women do not necessarily have 
equality with men. 
Given Engels' theory and Brown's observation, I examine 
whether, in societies where private property exists, women tend to 
contribute less to the sUbsistence needs of the economy. 
In societies where private property affects women's 
participation in economic activities, I examine who it is that 
owns or receives the private property. 
outright, or do men? 
Do women own the property 
Marriage and residence rules are important concerns. Goode 
(1972) claims the family system is the' keystone of every 
stratification system. Whether residence after a marriage is 
matrilocal, patrilocal, or neolocal has been claimed to be 
significant for the position of women in a society (Brown 1981; 
Friedl 1975). However, it is less obvious that matrilineality is 
an advantage for women. There is no necessary correlation 
between matrilineal or matrilocal systems. In many matrilocal 
systems, residence is avunculocal with the husband's mother's 
brother (Brown 1981). 
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The effect of marital residence on women is analyzed 
in two ways. Assuming that the presence of private prperty has 
been shown to affect the amount of time women participate in the 
subsistence economy, I will examine whether the presence of 
private property affects women's marital residence. Is private 
property more prevalent when there is a patrilocal marital 
residence? If so, are patrilocal marital residences greater in 
societies where property is inherited through the patrilineal 
descent group? 
The second test compares the prevailing type of marital 
residence to the amount of time women spend in a sUbsistence 
economy. Does a patrilocal residence affect women's 
participation? Are women less active in subsistenceactivities 
in non-patrilocal marital residences? 
The results from the above tests are expected to confirm the 
hypothesis that gender stratification does occur at all levels of 
social development. As the three economic systems of social 
development are arranged in a hierarchical ordering (hunting is 
the lowest, agricultural is the highest), the degree of 
stratification is also expected to be commensurate with the level 
of social development; the greater the level of social 
development the greater the degree of gender stratification. 
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Endnotes 
1. A "totality" o£ operations examining an economic system 
would include the structures o£ production, distribution, 
and consumption (Godelier 1978:60). Because the data 
employed do not o££er a variable describing the consumption 
activities £or any o£ the 1170 cultures, it is not possible 
to conduct a "totality· o£ operations. 
2. The reason £or measuring the three activities at di££erent 
levels rests on the £act that hunting and £ishing activities 
occur most £requently when the amount o£ time spent in each 
activity is less than 25X. In contrast, agricultural 
activity occurs most £requently when the amount o£ time spent 
in the activity £alls between 46 - 657.. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The relationship between the degree of gender stratification 
and levels of social development is complex. The variables 
selected fr this study define social development by including 
measures of social complexity and social differentiation. The 
reason for this broad definition is based on the understanding 
that social development does not constitute a linear process as 
much as it involves ~dentifying elements of social and material 
evolution which are present in societies where customs from the 
past are also present. This meshing of epochs causes the 
definition of social development to include both measures of 
complexity and differentiation. 
Similarily, gender stratification is also a complex 
variable. By relying on a single variable, amount of gender 
participation, one is restricted from creating an index which, 
theoretically, could capture the complexity of gender 
straification. In this study the selection of a single variable 
was necessitated by the absence of other measures in the data 
set. 
In order to examine the relationship between gender 
stratification and levels of social development it is necessary 
to provide an explanation for the selection of variables related 
to social development. Though the process of selection is 
described in more detail in Chapter Three, a brief review may aid 
the understanding of the conclusions drawn in this chapter. 
Social development variables include measures of the 
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presence or absence of the plow, the presence or absence of 
private property, the type of class stratification, the rules of 
inheritance, the distribution of private property, and the 
pattern of marital residence. These variables refer to traits 
that developed at different rates in human evolution--e.g., 
usually the plow came earlier than private property. This variety 
of variables permits one to examine not only whether increasing 
complexity is related in general to increased gender stratifica-
tion, but whether some variables are more important than 
others in affecting gender stratification (Whyte 
1978). 
While the findings show that the plow, private property, and 
complex social classes are present in the 238 societies, the 
frequency with which the plow, private property, and complex 
social classes occur in relation to the importance of an economic 
activity gives a superior measure of the degree of social 
complexity. The greatest degree of social development occurs 
where the plow and private property coexist with complex social 
classes. This is most frequently found in societies that are 
largely dependent on agriculture. 
Theories of gender stratification frequently include 
measures of women's presence in public labor (Sacks 1974; Engels 
1968) and the relationship between women's involvement in public 
labor and the presence of private property. Engles (1968) argues 
that property ownership determines women's status. In measuring 
the nature of gender stratification it is necessary to examine 
the relationship between the amount of time women spend in public 
labor and whether women own or receive private property. 
• 
It is not unoommon to find property passed through one's 
lineage. In instanoes where this is true it is neoessary to 
examine the pattern of marital residence. If the presenoe of 
private property affeots women's oontribution to the sUbsistenoe 
needs of a sooiety, and the distribution of private property 
affects one's 'marital residence, then it is important to know 
whether marital residenoe affects women's oontribution to a 
sooiety's sUbsistence needs and if marital residenoe is affeoted 
by private property. The findings in this area furthers the 
understanding of the complexities involved in asoertaining the 
relationship between gender stratification and sooial develop-
ment. 
In beginning to desoribe the findings I find it benefioial 
to describe the geographioal distribution of the 238 sooieties 
used in this study. The sooieties are relatively evenly dis-
tributed among six geographioal areas. 
between 10 - 14X of the 238 sooieties. 
"ost areas represent 
However, Africa has three 
times more sooieties than any other geographical area, while North 
America has almost three times fewer societies than any other 
geographioal region (See Table 1). 
Plow, private property. and ~ ~ class stratifioation 
As expeoted, the greater the amount of time spent in 
agrioulture, the more frequently the plow is in evidenoe (See 
Table 20). The less time spent in hunting (where hunting meets 
0-5X of a sooiety's sUbsistenoe needs), the more frequently the 
plow ooours, as time is spent in agrioulture (See Table 2a). 
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Table 1. Regional Identification of Cultures 
Geographical Location 11 of Cultures 
Africa 45.411 N = 108 
Circum-Mediterrean 10.511 N = 25 
East Eurasia 14.711 N = 35 
Insular Pacific 14.711 N = 35 , 
North America 3.811 N = 9 
South America 10.911 !i = 26 -
Total 100.011 N = 238 
• 
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Table 2b. Existence of Elow b~ Eercent time sEent in fishing 
0-5:4 time 6-15:4 time 16-25:4 time 26-100:4 time 
in fishing in fishing in fishing in fishing 
Plow present 13.0:4 18.3:4 11. 1:4 3.4:4 
(6 ) (20) (6 ) (ll 
Plow absent 87.0:4 81. 7:4 88.9:4 96.6:4 
(40) (89) (48) (28) 
Total 100.0:4 100.0:4 100.0:4 100.0:4 
N (46) (109) (54) (29) 
Table 2c. Existence of plow by percent time spent in agriculture 
0-45:4 time 46-55:4 time 56-65:4 time 66-100:4 time 
in agri in agri in agri in agri 
Plow present 7.1X 13.3:4 12.8:4 22.0:4 
(3 ) (8 ) (11 ) (11 ) 
Plow absent 92.9:4 86.7:4 87.2:4 78.0:4 
(39) (52) (75) (39) 
Total 100.0:4 100.0:4 100.0:4 100.0:4 
N (42) (60) (86) (50) 
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Similarly, the less time spent in fishing (where fishing meets 6-
15X of a society's subsistence needs), the more frequently the 
plow occurs, as time is spent in agriculture (See Table 2b) . 
The findings on the relationship between class stratification 
and the percent of time spent in each of the three economic ac-
tivities show that the more time spent in either a hunting or 
fishing economic activity the less frequently complex social clas-
sea occur. As the amount of time spent in agriculture increases 
so, too, does the presence of complex social classes. (See Table 3c. ) 
The more important hunting and fishing are to a society's 
subsistence needs the less likely it is for any form of class 
stratification to occur. Societies highly dependent on hunting 
or fishing maintain undifferentiated, non-stratified social 
groups, while this pattern is reversed in societies dependent 
on agriculture to meet most of their subsistence needs. The 
findings show the more important agriculture is to the 
subsistence needs of a society, the more frequently some form of 
class stratification occurs. The less important agriculture is 
to a society, the greater the possibility for an absence of any 
form of class stratification (See Tables 3a,b,c) . 
In comparing the existence of private property to the amount 
of time spent in each economic activity the findings are 
statistically significant for hunting and agricultural economic 
activities (See Tables 4a,c), but insignificant when comparing 
private property to the amount of time spent in fishing (See 
Appendix B, Table 4b). Overall, the more important a hunting 
economic activity is to the culture the less likely it is that 
private property exists. Conversely, the more important agriculture 
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Table 3a. Type of class stratification by percent time spent in 
hunting 
0-5" time 6-15" time 16-25" time 26-100" time 
in hunting in hunting in hunting in hunting 
Absence 27.5" 44.3" 47.4" 93.7" 
(19) (51) (18) (15) 
Control over 17.5" 21. 7" 23.7" 0.0" 
land, other (12) (25) (9 ) (0) 
reS01,lrces 
Hereditary 24.6" 26.2" 28.9" 6.3" 
aristocracy (17) (30) 11 ) (1 ) 
Complex social 30.4" 7.8" 0.0" 0.0" 
classes (21) (9 ) iQl. (0) 
Total 100.0" 10.0" 100.0" 100.0" 
N (69) ( 115) (38) (16) 
P < • 0000 
lambda = • 054 
Table 3b. Type of class stratification by percent time spent in 
fishing 
0-5" tme 6-15" time 16-25" time 26-100" time 
in fishing in fishing in fishing in fishing 
Absence 52.2" 35.8" 38.9" 65.5" 
(24) (39) (21) ( 19>' 
Control over 28.3" 17.4" 14.8" 20.7" 
land, other (13) (19) (8 ) (6 ) 
resources 
Hereditary 6.5" 31. 2" 33.3" 13.8" 
aristocracy (3 ) (34) (18) (4) 
Complex social 13.0" 15.6" 13. 0" 0.0" 
classes 1.§l. (17) ill iQl. 
Total 100.0" 100.0" 100.0" 100.0" 
N (46) (109) (54) (29) 
P < • 0044 
lambda = • 000 
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Table 3c. Types of class stratification by percent time spent in 
agriculture 
0-45Y. time 46-55r. time 56-65r. time 66-100Y. time 
in agri in agri in agri in agri 
Absent 69. Or. 28.3r. 38.4r. 48. or. 
(29) (17) (33) (24) 
Control over 14.3Y. 30. Or. 16.3r. 16.0Y. 
land, other (6 ) ( 18) (14) (8 ) 
resources 
Hereditary 14.3Y. 31. 7r. 29.1r. 18.0Y. 
aristocracy (6 ) (19) (25) (9 ) 
Complex social 2.4Y. 10.0" 16.2" 18.0" 
classes i.!l.. (6) (14) (9 ) 
Total 100.0" 100.0" 100.0Y. 100.0" 
N (42) (60) (86) (50) 
p <; .0024 
lambda = .021 
70 
is to the culture, the more likely it is that private property 
exists. In a society where hunting provides only 0-5~ of a 
society's subsistence needs, private property is present 94.2~ of 
the time. As the subsistence needs met by hunting increase, the 
presence of private property is less likely. When hunting meets 
26-1007. of a society's sUbsistence needs, private property is 
present only 25.0~ of the time. The association between time 
spent in hunting and presence of private property is 
statistically significant and of moderate strength (somer's d = 
-.236) (See Table 4a). 
When agricultural activity meets 66-100~ of a society's 
subsistence needs private property is present 90.0~ of the time. 
The associaion between importance of agriculture and the 
presence of private property is statistically significant and of 
moderate strength (somer's d = .217) (See Table 4c). 
The results from the tests comparing the presence or absence 
of the plow, the presence or absence of private property, and the 
type of class stratification to each of the three economic 
activities, allow one to distinguish differences of degrees in 
social development among the societies. 
It is clear that in societies where agricultural activities 
provide a substantial portion of a society's SUbsistence needs 
those societies exhibit a greater percentage of those 
characteristics associated with social complexity than societies 
where hunting and/or fishing economic activities provide the bulk 
of a society's SUbsistence needs. Therefore, relying on the 
presence of the plow, the type of class stratification, and the 
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Table 4a. Existence of private property by percent time spent in 
hunting 
0-5r. time 6-15r. time 16-25r. time 26-100r. time 
in hunting in hunting in hunting in hunting 
Private pro- 94.2r. 85.2r. 86.8X 25. OX 
perty present (65) (98) (33) ( 4) 
Private pro- 5.8r. 14.8r. 13.2r. 75. Or. 
perty absent ( 4) (17) ( 5) (12) 
Total 100. OX 100. OX 100. Or. 100. OX 
N (69) ( 115) (38) (16) 
p < .0000 
somer's d -.236 
Table 4c. Existence of private property by percent time spent in 
agriculture 
0-45X time 46-55r. time 56-65X time 66-100X time 
in agri in agri in agri in agri 
Private pro- 61. 9X 80.0X 94.2X 90.0X 
perty present (26) (48) ( 8ll (45) 
Private pro- 38. U 20. OX 5.8X 10. OX 
perty absent ( 16) (12) ( 5) (5 ) 
Total 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 
N (42) (60) (86) (50) 
P < .0000 
somer's d .217 
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presence of private property as indicators of social complexity. 
the three economic activities are associated with variations in 
complexity. The more important agriculture is to a society's 
subsistence needs, the more complex the social development. 
The remaining analyses focus primarily on the relationship 
between the level of social development and the degree of 
gender stratification. 
Amount of gender participation ~ 
importance of economic activity 
Sacks (1974) and Engels (1968) emphasize that participation 
in public labor affects women's social status. In comparing the 
nature of gender participation to the amount of time spent in 
each of the three economic activities it is possible to examine 
whether or not women are more likely to participate in an 
activity if it is central to the economy. The findings show that 
gender participation in agriculture is not affected by the amount 
of time spent in the activity as most of the work is shared 
equally between thesexes. Men participate alone in hunting 
activity; women do not participate. Men provide the maJority of 
the labor in fishing. Women are active in fishing as long as 
fishing meets 25r. or less of a society's sUbsistence needs (See 
Tables 5a,b,c). The lack of variation in women's participation 
in hunting and fishing activities was unexpected. The test for 
participation in agricultural activity was the only test with 
variation between the sexes. The lack of variation in hunting 
and fishing suggests that women in cultures highly dependent on 
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p < .4826 
lambda 0.00806 
O-Sr. time. 6-1Sr. time 
in hunting in hunting 
98.6r. 100. Or. 
(68) ( 11S) 
1. 4r. 0.0r. 
ill (0 ) 
100. Or. 100. Or. 

















Table Sb. Gender participation by percent time spent in fishing 
O-Sr. time 6-1Sr. time 16-2Sr. time 26-100r. time 
in fishing in fishing in fishing in fishing 
!'len 71. 77. 7S.2r. 77.8r. 82.8r. 
(33) (82) (42) (24) 
Equal 13.17. lS.6r. 18.Sr. 17.2r. 
(6) (17) (10) (S) 
Women lS.2r. 9.2r. 3.7r. 0.0r. 
ill. (10) .Ql (0 ) 
Total 100. or. 100. Or. 100. or. 100. or. 
N (46) (109) (S4) (29) 
p < .2702 
lambda 0.0000 
Table 50. Gender partioipation by peroent time spent in 
agrioulture 
0-45X time 46-55X time 56-65X time 66-100X time 
in agri in agri in agri in agri 
Men 35.7X 23.3X 25.6X 32.0X 
(15) (14) (22) (16) 
Equal 26.2X 36.7X 34.9X 42.0X 
(11 ) (22) (30) (21) 
Women 38.1X 40.0X 39.5X 26.0X 
( 16) (24) (34) (13) 
Total 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 
N (42) (60) (86) (50) 




either of these two economic activities do not receive, according 
to Engels, high social status. 
Private property and amount of gender participation 
Engels (1968) claims that the presence of private property 
is equated with womn's oppression. It is expected that when 
private property exists women are less likely to participate in 
public labor to meet sbsistence needs. By comparing the 
participation of women in fishing and agriculture when private 
property is absent and present, it is possible to test Engels' 
hypothesis. 1 
It is less likely that men participate alone in fishing 
activities when private property exists. It is more likely that 
both men and women participate in fishing when private property 
exists than when it is absent, but the association is weak. Men 
are more likely to participate alone n agricultural activities 
when private property exists. Women's participation in 
agriculture decreases when private property exists. There is 
also a decrease in equal participation in agriculture when 
private proprty exists (See Tables 6a,b). 
The findings show that Engels' hypothesis is more complicated 
than Engels suggests. It is true that women working in an agri-
cultural activity are oppressed by the presence of private 
property. Women are less likely to work in agricultural activ-
ities when private property exists. Women working in a fishing 
activity are more likely to work when private property does 
exist. This is a reversal of Engels' hypothesis. Women are com-
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pletely absent from any hunting activities. The findings in 
Tables 5 and 6 show that women do not have any dominance in any 
of the three economic activities regardless of the existence of 
private property. 
Inheritance rules and percent time spent in economic activity 
In the preceeding test the presence of private property was 
shown to affect women's participation in fishing and agricultural 
activitie. As control over the distribution of property is 
important in determining the status and dominance of family 
members (Sacks 1974) the following test compares the distribution 
of inheritance to the amount of time spent in various economic 
activities. 
In testing the relationship between the distribution of 
private property and the percent time spent in an economic 
activity, the findings show that when private property is present, 
property is most likely to be passed through the patrilineal line, 
but this varies with the percent of time spent in fishing and 
agriculture (See Tables 7a,c). 
As expected, the more important agriculture is to the 
subsistence needs of the economy (66-100X) the less likely one 
finds no inheritance rules (lO.OX). Conversely, the more 
important hunting is to the subsistence needs of the economy (26-
lOOX) the more likely one finds an absence of inheritance rules 
(75.0X). Inheritance rules are less likely to occur the more 
important hunting activity is to the overall subsistence needs of 
a culture. The association between type of inheritance rules and 
.' 
Table 7a. Type of inheritance rules by percent time spent in 
hunting 
private property present 
0-5X time 6-15X time 16-25X time 26-100X time 
in hunting in hunting in hunting in hunting 
Absent 5.8X 14.8X 13.2X 75.0X 
(4 ) (17) (5) (12) 
Matrilineal 8.7X 16.5X 10.5X 6.2X 
(6 ) (19) (4 ) (1) 
Children, 10.1X 3.5X 2.6X O.OX 
girls less (7 ) (4) (1) (0) 
Children, 15.9X 8.7'1 7.9X O.OX 
equal (11 ) (10) (3 ) (0) 
Patrilineal 59.5X 56.5X 65.8X 18.8X 
(41) (65) (25) (3 ) 
Total 100.0X 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 
N (69) ( 115) (38) (16) 




Table 7c. Type of inheritance rules by percent time spent in 
agriculture 
private property present 
0-45X time 46-55X time 56-65X time 66-100X 
in agri in agri in agri in agri 
Absent 38. IX 20. OX 5.8X 10.0X 
(16) (12) (5 ) (5 ) 
l'Iatrilineal 4.8X 18.3X 12.8X 12.0X 
(2 ) (11) (11 ) (6 ) 
Children, 7. IX 3.3X 4.7X 6.0X 
girls less (3 ) (2 ) (4 ) (3 ) 
Children, 9.5X 5.0X 11. 6X 14.0X 
equal ( 4 ) (3 ) (10) (7) 
Patrilineal 40.5X 53.4X 65.0X 58.0X 
(17) (32) (56) (29) 
Total 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 
N (42) (60) (86) (50) 




time spent in hunting is statistically significant, but weak 
(lambda = .057) (See Table 7a). 
The test comparing types of inheritance rules to the percent 
time spent in fishing is statistically insignificant (See 
Appendix B, Table 7b). 
The more time spent in an agricultural activity the 
more frequently one finds patrilineal inheritance rules, while 
the less time spent in an agricultural activity the more 
frequently one finds an absence of inheritance rules (38.1X). 
However, a perfect pattern is not established. Patrilineal 
inheritance rules are greatest (65.0X) when a society depends on 
agriculture to fulfill 56-65X of its subsistence needs. 
Patrilineal inheritance rules are less frequent (58. OX) when 
a society depends on agriculture to fulfill 66-100X of its needs. 
The association between type of inheritance rules and percent 
time spent in agriculture is statistically significant, but weak 
(lamba = .043) (See Table 7c) 
Gender participation. presence of private 
property. and distribution of inheritance 
By comparing the nature of gender participation in economic 
activities and the presence of private property to the 
distribution of inheritance it is possible to examine who 
owns or receives private property in a society. Due to the lack 
of gender variation in hunting and fishing activities these tests are 
statisticallly insignificant (See Appendix B, Tables 8a,b) . 
When private property is present and men provide the labor. 
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Table Bc. Distribution of inheritance and presence of private 
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there are always rules regarding the distribution o:f property. 
The most :frequent type o:f inheritance distribution when men 
participate in agriculture is equal distribution (66.17.). When 
there is equal participation o:f men and women in agriculture, 
inheritance is most :frequently equally distributed (58.27.). When 
women participate in agriculture, inheritance is distributed most 
:frequently through primogeniture (53.57.). The association 
between gender participation and the distribution o:f inheritance 
when private property is present is statistically signi:ficant, 
but :fairly weak (lambda = .175) (See Table 8c). 
Marital residence, private property, and the 
amount o:f time spent in ~ economic activity 
Marital residence is considered signi:ficant :for the position 
o:f women in a society (Brown 1981; Friedl 1975). In testing 
whether the existence o:f private property a:f:fects women's 
marital residence the :findings show that when private property 
exists marital residence tends to be patrilocal. This is not 
a:f:fected by the amount o:f time spent in each economic activity. 
However, when private property is absent marital residence tends 
to be non non-patrilocal. 
With private poperty absent, patrilocal residencs are :found 
most :frequently (58.87.) when hunting meets 6-157. o:f a society's 
subsistence needs. The association between marital residence 
and the amount o:f time spent in hunting where private property is 
absent is statistically signi:ficant and o:f moderate strength 
(somer' d = .238) (See Table 9a). 
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Table 9a. Prevalent marital residence and existence of private 






P < .9300 






P < • 0117 
somer's d .238 
presence of private property 
0-5X time 6-15X time 
in hunting in hunting 
58.5X 60.2X 
(38) (59) 
41. 5X 39.8X 
(27) (39) 










absence of private property 
0-5X time 6-15X time 
in hunting in hunting 
O.OX 58.8X 
(0) (10) 
100. OX 41. 2X 
ill (7 ) 
100. OX 100. OX 


























Table 9b. Prevalent marital residence and existence of private 






p < .0220 
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somer's d .041 
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Table 9c. Prevalent marital residence and e.><istence of private 
property by percent time spent in agriculture 
presence of private property 
0-45X time 46-55X time 56-65X time 66-100X time 
in agri in agri in agri in agri 
Patrilocal 50.0X 66.7X 59.3X 53.3X 
(13) (32) (48) (24) 
Non- 50. OX 33.3X 40.7X 46.7X 
patrilocal --.i.ll) --..U&) (33) ~) 
Total 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 100.OX 
N (26) (48) ( 81) (45) 
P < .4564 
somer's d .029 
absence of private property 
0-45X time 46-55Y. time 56-65Y. time 66-100Y. time 
in agri in agri in agri in agri 
Patrilocal 12.5X 58.3X 20. OX 40.0X 
( 2) (7 ) (1) (2 ) 
Non- 87.5X 41. 7X 80.0Y. 60.0X 
patrilocal (14) ~ (4 ) Ql. 
Total 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 100.OX 
N (16) (12) (5 ) (5 ) 
P < .0674 
somer's d -.215 
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With private property present, when less time is spent in 
fishing (O-5X), the more frequently one finds patrilocal marital 
residences (78.0X). The greater amount of time spent in fishing 
(26-100X) the more non-patrilocal marital residence occurs 
(56.5X). The association between marital residence and the 
amount of time spent in fishing when private property is present 
is statistically sign~ficant, but weak (somer's d = .188) (See 
Table 9b). 
When private property is present, .there is no association 
betewen time spent in agriculture and marital residence. When 
private property is absent non-patrilocal marital residence 
occurs more frequently than patrilocal marital residence. The 
only time patrilocal marital residence is more likely than non-
patrilocal marital residence is when agriculture meets 46-55X of 
a society's subsistence needs (See Table 9c). The association 
between marital residence and the amount of time spent in 
agriculture when private property is present is statistically 
significant and of moderate strength (somer's d = -. 215). 
Marital residence and percent 
time spent in an economic activity 
The amount of time spent in an economic activity affects 
the pattern of marital residence. As the level of social 
development increases (measured by the importance of agriculture 
to a society's subsistence needs), so does the prevalence of 
patrilocal marital residences. 
The less important hunting and fishing are to a society's 
subsistence needs, the more frequently patrilocal marital 
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Table lOa. Prevalent marital residence by percent time spent in 
hunting 
0-5:': time 6-15:': time 16-25:': time 26-100:': time 
in hunting in hunting in hunting in hunting 
Patrilocal 55.1:': 60.0:': 50.0:': 18.7:': 
(38) (69) (19) (3 ) 
Non- 44.9:': 40.0:': 50.0:': 81. 3:': 
patrilocal (31) (46) (19) (13) 
Total 100.0:': 100.0:': 100.0:': 100. Or. 
N (69) ( 115) (38) (16) 
P < .0190 
somer's d .094 
Table lOb. Prevalent marital residence by perent time spent in 
fishing 
0-5:': time 6-15:': time 16-25:': time 26-100:': time 
in fishing in fishing in fishing in fishing 
Patrilocal 73.9:': 53.2:': 46.3r. 41. 4:': 
(34) (58) (25) (12) 
Non- 26.1:': 46.8:': 53.7:': 58.6:': 
patrilocal (12) (51) (29) (17) 
Total 100.0r. 100.0:': 100.0:': 100.0:': 
N (46) ( 109) (54) (29) 
P < .0146 
somer's d .180 
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Table 10c. Prevalent marital residence 
agriculture 
by percent time spent in 
0-45X time 46-55X time 56-65X time 66-100X time 
in agri in agri in agri in agri 
Patrilocal 35.7X 65.0X 57.0X 52.0X 
(15) (39) (49) (26) 
Non- 64.3X 35. OX 43.0X 48. OX 
patrilocal (27) (21) (37) (24) 
Total 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 100. OX 
N (42) (60) (86) (50) 
P < • 0298 
somer ' s d -.048 
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residence occurs, because agriculture is, no doubt, more 
important. The more important these activities are to a 
society, the more frquently non-patrilocal residence occurs. 
Generally speaking, patrilocal residence occurs more often 
than non-patrilocal residence. In societies where agriculture 
meets less than half of the SUbsistence needs, non-patrilocal 
residence occurs frequently (64.3X) (See Table 10c). 
When hunting meets 0-5X of a society's SUbsistence needs 
patrilocal societies are found 55.5X of the time. They are 
found more frequently (60.0X) when hunting meets 6-15X of a 
society's SUbsistence needs. Non-patrilocal societies are 
most common (81.3X) when hunting provides 26-100X of a 
society's subsistence needs (See Table lOa). 
The findings regarding fishing activities are similar to 
hunting. The less time spent in fishing (0-5X) the more 
frequently patrilocal marital residence occurs (73.9X). The 
greater the amount of time spent in fishing (26-100X) the more 
frequently non-patrilocal residence occurs (58.6X) (See Table 
lOb) . 
Marital residence, percent time spent in 
economic activity, and gender participation 
The preceeding test showed that importance of hunting, 
fishing, and agriculture affects the pattern of marital resi-
dence. Though patrilocal marital residence occurs more 
frequently than non-patrilocal marital residence, it is common in 
societies that depend on agriculture meeting 46-l00X of its 
rable 11c. Gender participation in agriculture by marital residence and percent time spent in agriculture 
Q :. 45% time 46 :. 55% ~ 56 :. 65% ~ 66 .:. 100% time 
Patrilocal Non-patrilocal Patrilocal Non-patrilocal Patrilocal Non-pa trilocal Patrilocal Non-patrilocal 
!len 26.7% 40.7% 23. 1% 23.S% IS.4% 35. U 38.5% 25.0% 
(4) ( 11) (9) (5) (9) (13) (10) (6) 
Equal 13.3% 33.3% 35.9% 3S. 1% 3S.S% 29.7% 30.S% 54.2% 
(2) (9) (14) (S) (19) ( 11) (S) (13) 
Women 60.0% 25.9% 41.0% 3S.1% 42.9% 35.1% 30.S% 20.8% 
ill ill .ill2. ill (21) (13) ill ill 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0. 




Table 11a. Gender participation in hunting by marital residence and percent tice spent in hunting 
.Q .:. 5% time ! .: 15% t i me .!! :. 25% !!!1! 26 :. 1QQ! !.!!!! 
Patrilocal Non-patrilocal Patrilocal Non-patrilocal Patrilocal Non-patrilocal Patrilocal Non-patrilocal 
Men 100.0% 96 . 8% 100 . 0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100 . 0% 100.0% 
(38) (30) (69) (46) (19) (19) (3) (13) 
Equal 0.0% 3 . 2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 . 0% 0.0% 
(0) ( 1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Women 0.0% 0 . 0% 0.0% 0 . 0% 0 . 0% 0 . 0% 0 . 0% 0.0% 
.ill. ill ill .ill. ill .ill. .ill. .ill. 
Total 100.0% 100. U1 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
N (38) (31) (69) (46) (19) (19) (3) (13) 
Table lIb. Gender particlpatiQB in fishing by marital residence And perS@DtJtme sp£nt in fishing 
C'I 
CI'\ 
! .: II time ! =- 15% time .!§. :. 25% ll.!! ~ :: 100% 
Patrilocal Non-patrilocal Patrilocal Non-patrilocal Patrilocal Non-patriloca l Patrilocal Non-patrilocal 
Hen 13.5% 66.7% 70 .7% 80.4% 80. 0% 75.9% 66.7% 94.1% 
(25) (8) (41) (41 ) (20) (22) (8) (16) 
Equal 5.9% 33.3% 19 . 0% 11.8% 12. 0% 24.1 % 33.3% 5.9% 
(2) (4) (11) (6) (3) (7) (4) (1) 
WOlDen 20. 6% 0 . 0% 10.3% 7 . 8% 8 . 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 . 0% 
ill ill ill ill ill .ill. ill ill 
Tota l 100.0% 100.0% 100 . 0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
• (34) (12) (58) (51) (25) (29) (12) (17) 
Ii 
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subsistence needs. By including the variable gender of the 
participant, it will be possible to see whether women work in 
subsistence activities more frequently in patrilocal or non-
patrilocal societies. 
The findings show that women work in fishing and 
agricultural activities more frequently when patrilocal marital 
residence occurs, regardless of the level of importance the 
subsistence activity is to the sociey (See Tables llb,c). 
Men tend to work more in hunting, fishing and agriculture 
when non-patrilocal societies exist. When agriculture meets 45X 
or less of a society's overall subsistence needs women provide 
over half of the labor in patrilocal residences (60.0X). 
Men provide the largest percentage of labor in non-patrilocal 
residences (40.8X). This trend also occurs when agriculture 
meets 56 - 65X of a society's subsistence needs. Men work 
slightly more than women (38.4X vs. 30.8X) in patrilocal resi-
dences but the two sexes equally provide the bulk of the labor 
in non-patrilocal residences (54.2X) (See Table llc). 
Summary 
The findings presented in this chapter partially support the 
hypothesis that gender stratification increases as the level of 
social development increases. Gender straification does appear 
to have some universal qualities affected by an increase in the 
level of social development. 
By comparing the three economic activities, h unting, fishing, 
and agriculture, to social development indicators such as the 
presence of the plow and private property and types of class 
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stratification, it was possible to develop a hierarchical order 
outlining levels of development. The findings show that 
overall, societies dependent on agriculture are the most 
socially developed or complex. 
Women's participation in an economic activity fluctuates at 
each level of social development. Though the findings show that 
women do not engage in hunting, and are active at every level of 
an agricultural subsistence activity, it is understood that women 
un doubt ably work in all societies in areas beyond those activities 
meeting sUbsistence needs. 
With women's involvement in an economic activity increasing 
as the level of social development increases it is important to 
examine what other indicators of social development might 
fluctuate with women's participation in an economic activity. 
Women work more in an economy dependent on agriculture when 
private property does not exist, while men work more frequently 
in agriculture when private property is present. Though Engels 
asserts that women's oppression came with the advent of private 
property, perhaps Brown (1981:249) is correct in writing that 
despite having a centrl role in production labor in many 
societies, women do not necessarily have equality with men. 
Private property is most frequently passed through a 
patrilineage at all levels of social development. According to 
Schlegel (1972) the organization of the domestic group in patri-
lineal societies reinforces the organization of the descent 
group. The domestic group, or household, is the minimal segment 
of the descent groups, and the only nonlineal kin of importance 
within it, the wife/mother, has little or no official voice in 
• 
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running its affairs. In societies dependent upon hunting 
fulfilling less than 25Y. of their sUbsistence needs, private 
property is passed through the patrilineage more than four times 
more often than any other form of inheritance. This is 
similarly true in agriculture, expect when agriculture meets less 
than 46Y. of a society's subsistence needs. Then it is nearly as 
common to see an absence of inheritance rules as it is to see 
property passed through a patrilineage. 
Rules for the distribution of private property exist 
whenever men work. This is true in all levels of social develop-
ment. In moving from the lowest level of social development to 
the highest, as indicated by the importance of each of the three 
economic activities, it is possible to notice an increase in the 
number of distribution rules associated with women's contribution 
to fishing and agriculture. When women work in fishing and 
agricultural activities it is most likely for a society to 
practice primogeniture. This is followed by the practice of an 
equal distribution of inheritance. 
Given Brown ' s (1981) and Friedl's (1975) theories, the 
findings suggest that distribution rules associatd with women's 
contribution may be as numerous as they are in an attempt to 
limit the amount control or power women are able to exercise in a 
community. With societies highly dependent on agricultur 
representing the highest level of social development, an absence 
of inheritance rules for women in this activity indicates women 
do not have control over the fruits of their labor. 
Private property affects marital residence. Marital 
residence tends to be patrilocal at all levels of social 
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development where private property exists. When private property 
is absent all levels of social development tend to have non-
patrilocal marital residence. 
As the level of develoment increases women tend to provide 
more labor in societies with patrilocal residence. As the level 
of social development declines, men are found to participate 
more often in societies with non-patrilocal marital residence. 
While it is difficult to claim, as Goode (1972) does, that 
the family system is the keystone of every stratification system, 
it is clear that certain patterns are established, (i.e., private 
property is passed through patrilineal descent groups more frequently 
than any other type of inheritance rules; women's participation in 
fishing and agricultural activities is seen most frequently in patrilocal 
residences), which suggest that family systems may have some 
affect in determining gender equality or inequality. 
Few of the theories tested in this study were fully supported 
by a large-scale, cross-cultural comparison. In Sacks' (1974) 
and Engels' (1968) theories of women's involvement in public labor 
it was not possible to determine whether or not women's social status 
was affected by women's participation in an economic activity. 
Engels' (1968) theory that property ownership deterines women's 
status, and by getting women back into productive labor would bring 
about the end of women's oppression, was not supported. Instead, 
as women's participation increased in an activity, the amount 
of private property owned by women decreases. 
The findings partially support the hypothesis that gender 
stratification increases as the level of social development 
increases. There are no linear developments showing a continual 
increase in gender inequality concommitant to the level of social 
development. Though Engels proposed that private property 
affects women's oppression, the results show this is not always 
the case, when women work in fishing more often when private 
property is absent. 
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Endnotes 
1. As women do not participate in hunting, no test was run on 
this variable. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS 
This research study began by questioning the theoretical 
foci of gender stratification. These theories are grounded in 
social science, Marxist, and Feminist literature. Though Chap-
ters One and Two highlighted theories in biological determinism 
and historical materialism, the hypotheses tested in this study 
offer a strict materialist perspective. 
In utilizing a materialist perspective it was possible to 
focus on three economic activities (hunting, fishing, and 
agriculture) and their importance in a culture. By comparing 
the presence or absence of private property, types of class 
stratification, and types of marital residence to the 
differential amounts of time women and men spend in each economic 
activity, the findings partially support the hypothesis that 
gender stratification increases as the level of social 
development increases. 
It was expected and the results showed that when agriculture 
met the greatest percentage of a society's sUbsistence needs, the 
presence of the plow, the presence of private property, and com-
plex social classes were most often present. These results 
helped establish a continuum of social development based on the 
three economic activities. The descending order of the social 
development continuum is as follows: agriculture, fishing, and 
hunting. 
In comparing the degree of gender inequality to levels of 
social development (as indicated by three economic activities l, 
I first looked at socialization of labor. Sacks (1974) and 
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Engels (1968) emphasize the importance of public labor for de-
termining women's social status. In looking at gender participa-
tion by the amount of time spent in each economic activity the 
findings show gender participation in griculture is not affected 
by the importance of the activity, as most of the work is shared 
equally between the sexes no matter how important it is in 
meeting the subsistence needs of the economy. Women only participate 
in fishing when fishing meets 25X or less of a society's sUbsistence 
needs. Women do not participate in hunting. This last finding does not 
necessarily indicate that women hav less social status than men, 
since hunting is frequently complemented by gathering, which 
provides the bulk of the diet in hunting-gathering societies. In 
such societies it is women who provide the bulk of the gathering 
(Friedl 1975). 
A factor in deterining the degree of social status for both 
men and women concerns the distribution of the fruits of one's 
labor. Though men and women provide equally in an agricultural 
economic activity, Quinn (1972), Friedl (1975), and Sanday (1974) 
argue that men cooperate and share food beyond the domestic group 
while women cooperate only within their domestic group. 
While it may be possible to extrapolate that the fruits 
of men's labor in agriculture, as well as in hunting and fishing, 
provide subsistence to an extra-domestic alliance and the fruits of 
women's labor provide SUbsistence for her domestic unit, this 
hypothesis opposes Narx's theory that the social relations of 
sex are grounded in the mode of production. 
Narx (1968) argues that in hunting and gathering societies 
there is no specialization of labor, as all members are involved 
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in production. In horticultural societies women tend to garden, 
though in plow agriculture men take over the maJor role in sub-
sistence and women are relegated to household labor. My find-
ings are not consistent with this last claim by Marx; women work 
in agriculture nearly as frequently as men. 
If it had been possible to control for the distribution of 
goods outside of the household it may have been possible to 
determine the degree of control women have in such distribution. 
The inclusion of this variable is necessary in future research. 
Though it has not been possible to clearly support Sacks' 
(1974) and Engels' (1968) hypotheses, that participation in 
public labor is important in determining women's social status, 
it was possible to disprove Engels' hypothesis that women are 
less likely to participate in public labor when private property 
exists. 
Engels (1968) proposed that women's oppression came with the 
advent of private property, which in turn came with sedentorisa-
tion and agriculure. Believeing that property ownership deter-
mines women's status, he states that getting women back into pro-
ductive labor would bring about the end of women's oppression. 
The findings are a reversal of Engels' hypothesis. 
Though women working in an agricultural activity are 
oppressed by the presence of private property, women are less 
likely to work when private property exists. Women are more 
likely to work in fishing when private property exists. While 
reversing Engels' hypothesis, these findings support Brown's 
(1981) claim that despite having a central role in productive 
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labor, women do not necessarily have equality with men. 
The presence of private property was shown to affect women's 
participation in fishing and agriculture. By testing for who 
has control over the distribution of property it was possible 
to test Sacks' (1974) claim that such control is important in de-
termining the status and dominance of family members. The re-
suIts suggest property is most likely to be passed through the 
patrilineal line, though this varies with the amount of time 
spent in fishing and agriculture. 
By passing property through the patrilineal descent group 
men are able to control the wealth. Though societies highly de-
pendent on hunting come closest to representing "egalitarian" 
societies, the findings swho that nearly one-fifth of these 
I "hunting" societies distribute their property through patrilineal 
I 
I 
descent groups. Since the findings in agriculture are consider-
ably higher (when agriculture meets 46-1007. of a society's sub-
I sistenc needs, patrilineal descent is practiced over 507. of the 
time), the findings support Leacock's (1972) and Engels' (1968) 
hypothesis that the subJugation of women was due (in part) to the 
breakdown of communal ownership of property. 
If Sacks is correct in saying that control over the distri-
bution of property is important in determining the status and 
dominance of family members then it appears men have higher 
social status. When men work in agriculture rules for distri-
bution always exist. This is not true when both men and women 
equally work. As the findings are statistically insignificant 
for hunting and fishing this indicates an absence of variation. 
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II Goode's (1972) olaim that the Iamily system is the key-
stone OI every stratiIioation system is true, and Brown (1981) 
accurately states that marital residence has signiIicance Ior the 
position OI women in society, then it is important to see iI 
private property aIIects women's marital residence. 
The presence OI private property greatly aIIects marital 
residence. In all levels OI social development the presenoe OI 
private property indicates a patrilocal marital residenoe, while 
non-patrilocal marital residence ocours when private property 
is absent Irom the society. The proportions increase as the level 
OI social development increases. 
Since marital residence is important to women's status (Rosaldo 
and Lamphere 1974; Schlegel 1972), there are ramiIications Ior 
where women reside. In matrilineal sooieties, men still head the 
desoent group as well as the domestic group. nen are able to retain 
control in matrilineal societies. This is primarily seen by the 
allooation OI domestic authority over the women, rather than the 
children. 
Overall the presence OI private property was seen to aIIeot 
the degree OI gender inequality. When Iirst looking at the 
eIIect OI private property by gender participation the results 
supported the claim that while women may have a oentral role in 
production, they do not necessarily have equality with men. It 
was then shown that property tends to pass through a patrilineal 
descent group, and that this phonomenon increases as the level OI 
social development increases. Finally, the presence OI private 
property was shown to aIIect marital residence. When property 
exists, marital residence tends to be patrilocal. This pulls 
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women away from their own descent group, placing them in a new 
domestic group, where they are the only nonlineal kin of impor-
tance. As a consequence, women have little or no official voice 
in running the affairs of the house (Schlegel 1972; Wolf 1974). 
When not testing for private property, marital residence is 
still affected by the level of social development. When hunting 
and fishing are less important to the overall SUbsistence needs 
of a society, marital residence tends to be patrilocal. As these 
two economic activities become more important to the overall 
needs of a society, marital residence tends to be non-patrilocal. 
There is a reversal of this trend in agriculture. Here, the 
more important agriculture is to a society, the more likely 
one finds patrilocal marital residence. 
These findings do not, in and of themselves, support any 
hypotheses. Though residence after marriage has been claimed to 
be significant for the position of women in a society (Brown 
1981; Friedl 1975), it is less obvious that matrilineality is 
advantageous for women. Even though women are important links in 
the lineage system, it is often males related to the women of the 
lineage who control the political system. There is nonecessary 
correlation between the position of women and matrilineal or 
matrilocal systems. 
While not supporting any particular theories these findings 
do show that marital residence undergoes change as the level 
of social development increases. In further research it would be 
worthwhile to compare marital residence to variables such as 
political alliances and religion (Schlegel 1977). Such variables 
may provide further insight on the role marital residence has on 
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gender stratification. 
The amount of gender participation does affect marital resi-
dence. Women work in fishing and agricultural activities more 
frequently when patrilocal maital residence occurs, regardless 
of the level of the subsistence activity. Conversely, men ted to 
work more in each of the economic activities when non-patrilocal 
residence ccurs. This phenomenn may function to bring more 
social status to each sex. However, as shown earlier, control 
of the distribution of labor is more important than the fact that 
both sexes participate in an activity. 
By emphasizing materialist based theories it is possible to 
show that women's overall participation in a subsistence economy 
is less than men's and that women's overall ownership of 
private property is less than men's. It has not been possible 
to determine how women compare to men with regard to status, power, 
authority, an prestige. The instruments necessary to uncover 
that information were absent from this study. However, I believe 
it is possible to say that men and women are stratified by their 
gender, and that this stratification results in gender inequal-
ity, and not a 'separate but equal' argument. The reasons for 
this follow. 
Fallers (1973) writes that social inequality is both a moral 
phenomenon, in the sense that people evaluate one another, and a 
structural one, in the sense that there is social differentia-
tion in human society. Berreman (1981:4) goes further by in-
cluding inequality as a behavioral phenomenon, in the sense 
that people act on their evaluations I an interactional phe-
nomen on, in that these actions occur largely in the context of 
105 
• 
interpersonal relations; a material phenomenon, in that their 
actions entail differential access to goods, services, and 
opportunities; and an existentional phenomenon, in that people 
experience their statuses and respond to them cognitively and 
affectively. In short, both Fallersand Berreman depict 
stratification--the systematic ranking of categories of people--
as humanly harmful, painful, damaging, and unJust. 
Though the methodology did not include any variables focus-
ing on biological determinism, it is important to reconsider the 
nature-culture debate in this conclusion. Although Levi-Strauss 
(1969) attempted to cast the nature-culture contrast in a time-
less, value-free model concerned with the working of the human 
mind, ideas about nature and culture are not value free. The 
'myth' of nature is a system of arbitrary signs which relies on a 
social consensus for meaning. Neither the concept of nature nor 
that of culture is 'given', and they cannot be free from the 
biases of the culture in which the concepts were constructed (Mac 
Cormack 1980:6). 
The statement that women are doomed by their biology to be 
natural, not cultural, is a mythic statement (MacCormack 
1980: 17>. Women cannot be fully consigned to the category of 
nature 
for it is perfectly obvious that she is a full-fledged 
human being endowed with human consciousness Just as man 
is; she is half the human race, without whose cooperation 
the whole enterprise would collapse (Ortner 1974:75-76) . 
However, Ortner (1974:69) also states that "everywhere, in 
every known culture, women are considered in some degree inferior 
to men. " But she does not say by whom they are considered to be 
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so. By men? By women? By how many? Through fieldwork, 
MacCormack (1980) and Mead (1935) talked with women chiefs, women 
heads of descent groups, heads of women's secret societies, and 
women household heads who say that women are inferior to men in 
some ways and men are inferior to women in some ways. 
Gender and its attributes are not reflections of pure biology. 
The meanings attributed to male and female are as arbitrary as those 
meanings attributed to nature and culture. Those who have 
developed the nature-culture thesis root femaleness in biology 
and maleness in the social domain (de Beauvoir 1953; Levi-Strauss 
1969; Ortner 1974). However, if men and women are one species 
and together constitute human society then, logically, analyses 
of intrinsic gender attributes must be made with reference to the 
same domain. 
Ortner and Whitehead (1981) attempt to do this through a 
symbolic analysis of "sex." In seeing sex and gender as symbols, 
the whole area of inquiry is released from constraining natural-
istic assumptions and opens to a range of analytic questions that 
would otherwise not be asked. In treating gender, sexuality, and 
reproduction as symbols it is possible to relate these symbols to 
other cultural symbols and meanings, as well as to forms of 
social life and social experience. 
A limiting factor in considering a symbolic analysis is 
that symbols are impossible to measure. Symbols are meaning 
based upon our perceptions of what men and women do. Though a 
symbolic analysis of gender may be impossible to measure, gender 
symbols always pertain simultaneously to individual and social 
processes, thereby maintaining the analytic link between the 
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individual and society, between the "personal and the political" 
(Ortner and Whitehead 1981:21). 
The conclusion reached regarding arguments in both the 
materialist and biological domain is that each is a ncessary 
approach in the study of gender stratification. As stated in 
Chapter Two, the issue of gender inequality is a complex issue 
involving complex theories. By the recent inclusion of a 
symbolic analysis in the isse of gender, the discussion 
becomes even more entangled and obtuse. Rather than becoming 
confused with the subtle congruencies uniting the different 
approachs, it is important to recognize that the issue is 
complex because gender is intrinsically tied into social and 
psychological structures, and must be treated as such. 
The theories of gender result from integrating complex 
issues with empirical data. The data, however, often stems from 
single case studies or controlled cross-cultural comparative 
studies. In testing the theories against a large-scale, cross-
cultural comparative study, it was hoped that the overall stdy 
of gender stratification would develop a stronger unified 
theoretical base. This did not occur. 
Due to the complexity and diffuse nature of the relationship 
between social organization and ideologies, a pattern of the 
relations between production of goods and women's contribution to 
subsistence cannot be universally substantiated. There is 
much variation from culture to culture. A clear linear 
development between levels of development is also difficult to 
ascertain due to the same problem. 
Most of the findings produced weak statistical associations. 
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This is a general feature of cross-cultural studies (Whyte 
1978). This lack of association may be partly attributable to 
the cultural peculiarities and varied historical developments of 
the cultures. One culture may explain its male preference in 
inheritance rights as stemming from a past instruction laid down 
by the gods, while another culture may consider a similar male 
bias the natural consequence of their hunting way of life. 
An assumption in this paper is that the concerns discussed 
are related. This is not necessarily so. Instead of relying 
upon the amount of gender participation or the presence of 
private property as indicators of overall gender stratification, 
it is necessary to start with a different assumption: that 
variables identified with gender stratification are essentially 
unrelated things. A feature of social sructure that seems to 
explain part of the cross-cultural variation in women's 
subsistence contribution or marital residence can only explain 
those things, and cannot explain how women's solidary 
organizations or informal influence vary. In other words, each 
aspect of the status, roles, and relationships of women relative 
to men must be examined and explained separately, unless future 
research shows a cross-cultural reality that is very different 
from the patterns we have discovered (Whyte 1978:170). 
These assumptions notwithstanding, the utilization of a cross-
cultural, comparative analysis must continue to be applied in the 
study of gender stratification. Though it is becoming apparent 
to this author that it is difficUlt, if not impossible, to unify 
the numerous materialist theories of gender stratification, the 
cross-cultural method does enable one to test for similarities, 
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thereby confirming the validity of the phenomenon, though perhaps 
not the understanding of how a certain phenomenon is affected 
by separate cultural peculiarities. 
Appendix A: List of Cultures 
Below are the names of the cultures used in this study. 
They appear in the same order as they appear in the 
Ethnographic Atlas. The two-letter, one- or two-digit 
number preceding the name of the culture corresponds to 
the geographical location of the culture. These are broken down 
into the following regions: Africa (Aa - AJ), North Africa (Ca 
- Cd), Europe (Ce - Ch), Semetic North East (CJ), Assam and Burma 
(EJ), Micronesia (If), Polynesia (Ii - IJ), North America (Na -






























































































































































































































































86. Ng6 Delaware 14l. Ai9 Masa 
87. NhS Maricopa 142. Ce6 Spaniards 
88. Ni3 Huichol 143. CiS Turks 
89. NJ3 Popoluca 144. Ie12 Kwoma 
90. Sa4 Choco 14S. Se9 Conibo 
9l. SaS Bribri 146. Ag10 Konkomba 
92. Sc4 Guahibo 147. Ag11 Lobi 
93. SeS Cubeo 148. Ag12 Nankanse 
.$.3\ I ,- 94. ShS Choroti 149. Ca7 Amhara 
9S. SiS Camayura lS0. Ch6 Byelorussians 
96. Ab7 Nyaneka lSl. Ch7 Ukrainians 
97. Ac8 Yombe 152. Eg10 Telugu 
98. Ad7 Ganda 153. Ac12 Chokwe 
99. Ae7 Babwa 154. Ad14 Luguru 
100. Ae8 Rundi 155. Ae15 Kpelle 
10l. Af7 Bele 156. Ed9 Li 
," 102. Ai7 Baya 157. Ei19 Chin 
103. AJ6 Cuo 158. Sh8 Toba 
104. Ef5 Bhil 159. Ac14 Kongo 
,. 105. EJ7 Akha 160. Ac17 Suku 
106. Ia6 Paiwan 16l. Ac21 Bunda 
107. Ie6 Tanimbarese 162. Ac30 Pl. Tonga 
108. Sa6 Yucatec Maya 163. Ac33 Lala 
109. Ah8 Wute 164. Ac34 Luapula 
110. AJ8 Bari 16S. Ac38 NyanJa 
l1l. Cu6 Tera 166. Ac41 Tumbuka 
112. Cf4 Brazilians 167. Ad16 Ngonde 
113. Ch5 Bulgarians 168. Ad21 Pimbwe 
114. Ei7 Karen 169. Ad29 Hadimu 
115. Ei8 Khasi 170. Ad33 Pokomo 
116. EJ8 Malays 17l. Ad11 Uvgusu 
117. EJ9 Siamese 172. Ad42 Haya 
118. Ia7 Tagbauna 173. Ad46 Soga 
119. Ib7 Mentaweians 174. Ad48 Nyankole 
120. Ie8 Purari 175. Ae15 Hunde 
12l. Ab10 Pondo 176. Ae17 Rega 
122. Ab19 Ambo 177. Ad28 Ngala 
123. Ei11 Aimol 178. Ae29 Poto 
124. Ei13 Angami 179. Ae38 Ndoko 
125. Ei14 Ao 180. Ae39 Ngombe 
126. Ei16 Sema 18l. Ae41 Kola 
127. Ah9 Anaguta 182. Ae51 Banen 
128. Ce5 Neapolitans 183. Cc17 Delim 
129. Eh7 Antandroy 184. Cd11 Guanche 
130. Nh23 Kewayipaya 18S. Ci11 Kurd 
13l. Ad10 Shambala 186. Afl9 Efik 
. ~, : 132. Ie10 Moto 187 • Af20 Ibibio 
133. Ifl4 Makin 188. Af25 Isoko 
134. Se8 Amiahuaca 189. Af36 Ewe 
135. Ac10 Chewa 190. Af42 Fanti 
136. Ad11 Bena 19l. Af51 Gagu 
137. Af9 Baule 192. Af52 Guro 
138. AflO Ibo 193. Af54 Guande 
139. Af11 Toma 194. Ag16 Banyun 
140. Ag9 Malinke 195. Ag18 BiJogo 
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196. Ag19 Biola 
197. Ag21 Bassari 
198. Ag22 Serer 
199. Ag30 Bobo 
200. Ag32 Senufu 
201. Ag47 Mossi 
202. Ag48 Basari 
203. Ag49 Kabre 
204. Ah19 Kadara 
205. Ah20 Kagoro 
206. Ai23 Bwaka 
207. Ai28 Popoi 
208. Ai29 Lendu 
209. Ai30 Lese 
210. Ai33 Madi 
211. Ai36 Jur 
212. Ai47 Mao 
213. AJ15 Kuku 
214. AJ16 Mundari 
215. Cb23 Tukulor 
216. Cb26 Zazzogawa 
217. Ef8 Kashmiri 
218. Ia9 Ami 
219. Ia12 Sugbuhanon 
220. Ia14 Yami 
221. Ie18 Kimam 
222. Ii7 Kapingamarangi 
223. EJ12 Muong 
224. Icl0 Tobelorese 
225. Cf5 Fr. Canadians 
226. Ch9 Lithuanians 
227. EJ14 Senoi 
228. Ia16 Kalinga 
229. Ie20 Koita 
230. Ie21 Mailu 
231. Je23 MUJu 
232. Ie25 Mafula 
233. Ie27 Banaro 
234. Ie28 Busama 
235. Ie29 Menam 
236. Ig14 Dahuni 
237. Sa13 Quiche 
238. Sh9 Lengua 
", 
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Table 7b. Type of inheritance rules by percent time spent in 
fishing 
private property present 
0-57. time 6-157. time 16-257. time 26-1007. time 
in fishing in fising in fishing in fishing 
Absent 10.97. 14.77. 20.47. 20.77. 
(5 ) (16) ( III (6 ) 
Matrilineal 4.37. 11. 97. 18.57. 17.27. 
(2) (13) (10) (5 ) 
Children, 6.57. 3.77. 5.67. 6.97. 
girls less (3 ) (4 ) (3 ) (2 ) 
Children, 8.77. 8.37. 13.07. 13.87. 
equal ( 4 ) (9) (7 ) (4 ) 
Patrilineal 69.67. 61. 47. 42.57. 41. 47. 
(32) (67) (23) (12) 
Total 100.07. 100.07. 100.07. 100.07. 
N (46) (109) (54) (29) 
P < .3360 
lambda .000 
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Table 8a. Distribution o£ inheritance and presence o£ private 
property by gender participation in hunting 
private property present 
Men Equal 
Equal dis- 49.7X 100.0" 
tribution (99) (1) 
Best 'quali£ied 3.5" 0.0" 
(7 ) (0) 
Ultimo- 2.0" 0.0" 
geniture (4) CO) 
Primo- 39.2" 0.0" 
geniture (78) (0) 
No rules 5.5" 0.0" 
(11 ) iQl. 
Total 100.0" 100.0" 
N (199) (1) 
P < .9090 
lambda . 000 
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Table 8b. Distribution o£ inheritance and presence o£ private 












p < .8297 
lambda . 065 
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